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ABSTRACT 

This document presents prepared statements and 
witness testimony £rom the Congressional hearing on the Older 
Americans Act. An opening statement by Senator Charles Grassley, 
subcommittee chairman, contains a brief overview o£ the Older 
Americans Act. An extensive statement on the proposed' targeting o£ 
services mandated under Title III o£ the Older Americans Act is given 
by representatives o£ the 0££ice o£ Human Development and the 
Administration on Aging. Information is given on demographics, issues 
involved in targeting services, service needs, financial 
considerations, eligibility requirements, and local initiatives. 
Witness testimony is given by representatives of ethnic and racial 
groups, state and federal agencies on aging and nutrition, and 
university gerontology departments. Topics which are covered include 
health needs o£ the elderly, health needs of the minority elderly, 
community and national program efforts, local economic needs for 
program survival, and targeting policy options and suggested 
mandates. The document concludes with articles and publications on 
the 1984 Older Americans Act amendments, and the text of the 
questions of Senator Grassley along with witness responses. (BL) 
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TARGETING SCARCE RESOURCES UNDER THE 
OLDER AMERICANS ACT 



TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 1983 

U.S. Senate, 
Subcommittee on Aging, 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources, 

Washington, D.C. 

ciJ^^ subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:07 a.m., in room 
SD-430, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Charles E. Grass- 
ley (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senator Grassley. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR GRASSLEY 

Senator Grassley. I would at this time like to call this hearing, 
held by the Subcommittee on Aging of the full Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources, to order. I welcome all of you who are here. 

. Today we are in the second of a series of hearings on the Older 
Americans Act, which we hope will lead to reauthorization of the 
act by May 1984. 

We turn to consideration of one of the most basic questions 
which this act raises; namely, who shall be served by its programs. 

Older Americans Act programs have been open to all older 
people since the act's inception in 1965. Since at least 1972, howev- 
er. Congress has been concerned that the resources available under 
the act are limited and that certain groups of the elderly are espe- 
cially needy. Therefore, in an effort to see that scarce resources are 
directed to the most needy without at the same time restricting 
participation by all individuals 60 years or older. Congress has in- 
cluded in the act language which directs that preference will be 
given in providing services to specific groups of older people. 

Since the gap between the need for resources and their availabil- 
ity will probably grow, the Senate will surely continue to be inter- 
ested in targeting scarce resources on the most needy. At the same 
time, however, we will want to insure that all older people can par- 
ticipate in Older Americans Act programs. That is why it is all the 
more important for us to stake out clearly our underlying philoso- 
phy on targeting, and hence, the purpose of this hearing. 

Our basic purpose here is to help determine whether the target- 
ing provisions of the act are sufficient as they now stand or wheth- 
er they should be changed. We will be hearing from experts on four 
main issues raised by a targeting policy. 

The most basic question, of course, is whether the Older Ameri- 
cans Act should remain open to all older persons while at the same 

(1) 
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time giving preferred status to certain groups of older people. The 
consensus on this question seems to be that the act's present em- 
phasis is appropriate. Nevertheless, we will give our witnesses 
today an opportunity to address this question. 

Since we will probably want to focus some portion of Older 
Americans Act resources on the most needy, a second question is: 
What do we mean by the most needy? Congress has identified since 
1972 several different groups of elderly for special consideration. 
These include low-income individuals, minorities, limited-English- 
speaking individuals and persons with greatest economic or social 
needs. Of all these categories, the primary targeting language is 
presumed to be that which refers to the ''economically or socially 
most needy.'' This term is not further defined in the act. We must 
then ask ourselves whether we want to define more precisely the 
groups we want to target. We will also attempt to answer this ques- 
tion today. 

Entangled with the definition issue is the question of how specif- 
ic targeting decisions will be made. For some time, administration 
of targeting policy has been decentralized to the State and area 
agencies on aging and direct service providers. The Federal Council 
on Aging recently endorsed this decentralized implementation 
strategy, while suggesting certain improvements and refinements 
in it. Again, we must examine whether this is an appropriate way 
to achieve the goals of targeting or whether greater Federal control 
is needed. 

If we continue a decentralized targeting policy, what should be 
the role of the Administration on Aging in it? 

Does the Administration on Aging at the present time provide 
sufficient support to the aging network so that it can implement 
targeting policy in an effective and efficient manner? 

The final issue involves accountability. Does the data collected at 
the various levels in the Older Americans Act structure accurately 
portray the results of targeting policy efforts so that we here at *.he 
national level who authorize these activities know whether the 
purposes of the act are being carried out or not? 

Let me now turn to our first witness. Before I do, however, I 
want to point out that the Congressional Research Service has pre- 
pared for inclusion in our package of testimony a review of target- 
ing efforts since the inception of the act. My thanks go to Carol 
O'Shaugnessy of CRS for her efforts. 

[The CRS review referred to appears on p. 283.] 

Senator Grassley. Our first witness today is Dorcas Hardy, As- 
sistant Secretary for Human Development Services. Ms. Hardy is 
in charge of the office in which the Administration on Aging is lo- 
cated. 

I have a message here that Lennie-Marie Tolliver, from whom 
we have heard before and from whom we will hear again as we go 
about reauthorizing the Older Americans Act, had a conflict— is 
that correct— and could not be with us today. 

Ms. Hardy. Yes. Senator. 

Senator Grassley. I would like to have you know, Ms. Hardy, 
that I am very pleased to have you discuss with us this very impor- 
tant topic. You certainly are in a position to know the Older Amer- 
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Secretary, and, of course, I know that you will help us have a 
better understanding of the targeting issues. 

I would ask you at this point to proceed, and as is customary not 
only for administration witnesses but for anybody who desires, we 
would encourage the inclusion of the entire testimony in the record 
in toto, and then a summarization of your testimony, and we will 
have the light system operate. It is not a hard and fast rule, but I 
would appreciate each witness following it to the extent possible. 

Please go ahead. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DORCAS R. HARDY. ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY, OFFICE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY MIKE SUZUKI, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, ADMIN- 
ISTRATION ON AGING, AND DAVID RUST, DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF POLICY AND LEGISLATION 

Ms. Hardy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss with you targeting of 
services as mandated under title III of the Older Americans Act, 
and also to share with you some of the actions that have been 
taken by the Department of Health and Human Services to re- 
spond to this mandate. 

As you know, this administration has consistently articulated a 
policy of supporting programs that help the truly needy. 

But first, I would like to take this opportunity to state that, for- 
tunately, for all of us, older persons as a group and on the whole 
are doing quite well. A 1981 study by Lou Harris & Associates, 
which 1 believe you may be familiar with, noted that the elderly in 
our society are very resilient and independent. They want to make 
a major contribution to the mainstream of life in the work that 
they do and are capable of doing. 

The findings shed some interesting light on this singular mark of 
the elderly. The study found that 87 percent of the elderly share 
the view that older persons today are better-educated and healthier 
than they were 10 to 20 years ago, and the findings also indicated a 
high ratio of life satisfaction among the elderly, with such state- 
ments as: "The things I do are as interesting as they ever were." "I 
would not change my past life." And, "I am looking forward to 
things happening to me in the future." 

However, we all know that there are groups of older persons who 
are not optimistic about their old age and who are indeed truly in 
need in terms of health, income, and services to maintain self-suffi- 
ciency and independence. And it is the need to serve these people 
through title III of the Older Americans Act which I would like to 
address today. 

Title III is not the only portion of the Older Americans Act 
which provides resources for older Americans, but it is, however, 
the major source of support for direct services to individuals which 
are provided by the aging network. Any consideration of the cur- 
rent and future focus of title III programs needs to include a real- 
ization of the changes in our older population. 

During the 2()th century, our Nation's older population has been 
growing much faster than the population as a whole, and it is ex- 
pected to continue that very rapid growth through the first one- 
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third of the next century. So. as we look ahead and compare it to 
the past, some of these statistics come to the fore. 

At the beginning of the century, persons who were age 60 or over 
represented 1 of every 16 persons in the country, and by the year 
2030, they will comprise 27 percent of the population. 

Currently, one-fourth of the older population is 75 and older, and 
this proportion is expected to increase to over one-third by 2030. 

Older women outnumbered older men by nearly 6 million in 
1980, and this difference is projected to reac?i as many as 12 mil- 
lion by 2030. 

The almost 3.5 million minority older persons in 1980 are project- 
ed to grow in number to over 13 million in 2030. 

These changing characteristics of our older population set the 
framework for a future course of action which needs to balance 
social needs with fiscal constraints. In the past, questions have 
often been raised about targeting, and these should be viewed in 
the light of the changing population. The major issues are the ad- 
visability of targeting, the appropriate target groups and the priori- 
ty among them, and the appropriate locus of government responsi- 
bility, as you pointed out in your remarks. 

In 1978, Congress specifically mandated a targeting strategy in 
the Older Americans Act, and some form of targeting of resources 
to areas of greatest need has always been a characteristic of the 
act. 

The 1978 amendments specified that funds should be spentr in 
order to serve those elderly in greatest economic or social need, 
and States and area agencies were to define in the context of their 
own older populations the policy meaning of greatest economic or 
social needs. 

The regulations issued to implement the 1978 amendments spe- 
cifically linked the targeting mandate to the requirement for an 
intrastate funding formula for the allocation of Federal funds to 
local areas. 

Broad definitions of greatest economic or social need are also in- 
eluded in the regulations, and States have constructed a great vari- 
ety of intrastate funding formulas in combination with this great- 
est economic or social need target requirement. 

Currently, the Office of Human Development Services and the 
Administration on Aging are using a number of means to assist the 
aging network in implementing their targeting responsibilities. In 
the annual planning agenda, the Administration on Aging has an 
operational initiative of targeting resources to those who are in 
greatest economic or social need. And as we look at our accomplish- 
ments in fiscal year 198:^, we had a strategy for increasing minority 
participation in title III programs, and the 1984 State plans, which 
have now been submitted to AOA, reflect realization of the need 
for such targeting. 

Through related objectives, we hope to reduce dependency and to 
promote opportunities to secure and maintain social and economic 
independence and self-sufficiency. Specifically, we intend to provide 
some models which will assist States to improve conditions for 
maintaining vulnerable older persons in their homes or the least 
restrictive setting, to promote improvement of community health 
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care, and to promote opportunities for older persons' employment, 
both in the network and in the private sector. 

In the Administration on Aging's guidance for the State plans, 
for the cycle that has begun in fiscal year 1984, States were urged 
to work with area agencies to develop comprehensive and meaning- 
ful State policies to assure solid needs analysis. They were also 
urged, in review of their current formulas, to insure that they will 
in fact distribute funds to those in greatest economic or social need, 
as reflected in the 1980 census data and to continue their attention 
to the needs of rural areas. 

We have, however, a considerable amount of evidence that title 
III funds are already being targeted to persons with greatest eco- 
nomic or social need. The National Association of State Units on 
Aging, and the National Association of Area Agencies on Aging na- 
tional data base have provided us with several figures. 

Although only 28 percent of the 65-plus U,S, population is 75 
years or older, 40 percent of our participants in congregate meals 
and 59 percent of the participants in home-delivered meals are 75- 
plus. As we look at the population of 60-plus in this country, we 
find that 14 percent are reported to be in poverty. Sixty percent of 
our participants in congregate meals and 64 percent of our partici- 
pants in home-delivered meals are classified as low-income. 

While only 26 percent of the 60-plus population were living alone 
in 1982, 53 percent of our congregate meals and 66 of our home- 
delivered meals participants were living alone. 

Twelve percent of our population of 60-plus is minority, but 16 
percent of our congregate meal and 22 percent of our home-deliv- 
ered meals participants are minorities, and the same is true in 
equal ratios for users of transportation services and users of home- 
maker services. 

Under the title IV, discretionary grants program, we funded sev- 
eral projects directly or indirectly relating to targeting of title III. 
The Administration on Aging provided a grant on services to mi- 
nority elderly which assessed the extent of area agency and service 
providers' commitment to serving minority elderly, examined the 
effectiveness of various strategies for providing services, and as- 
sessed the use and/or barriers to use of services by older minority 
persons. 

We have another model project on targeting, focused on the 
intrastate funding formula, as an approach to targeting services to 
those older persons in the greatest economic or social need, 

And in addition, Brandeis University Policy Center on Aging, 
under a title IV grant, has recently developed an interesting and 
insightful conceptual framework for understanding the many ways 
in which targeting operates under title III at all levels. I believe 
Dr. Binstock. will be presenting his framework in detail to you. 

I mentioned several approaches that we have used in the Office 
of Human Development Services and the Administration on Aging 
to investigate the issue of targeting. Our administration has con- 
sistently articulated a general policy of designing and implement- 
ing social programs in a manner that helps the truly needy, and 
we believe that a variety of needs within the older population can 
and are currently being targeted within the Older Americans Act. 
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We do believe, however, that the issues of targeting shouiJ be 
considered very carefully before any major changes are made in ex- 
isting legislation. The Older Americans Act has historically provid- 
ed a strong framework for responding extremely flexibly to State 
and local needs. Practical possibilities are already available to 
States, area agencies, and service providers for them to target title 
III more sharply to the economically needy. These could be under- 
taken without legislative change and at the discretion of or to meet 
the needs of individual State and area agencies. 

I have described some of these possible options in more detail in 
my written statement. 

We at the Federal level stand ready to offer overall policy direc 
tion and any necessary technical assistance. 

This concludes my prepared remarks, and I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to share this information with you. I will be happy to re- 
spond to any questions you may have. 

I am accompanied here today by Associate Commissioner of the 
Administration on Aging, Mike Suzuki, and also by David Rust, Di- 
rector of the Office of Policy and Legislation, HDS. 

[The prepared statement and responses to questions of Senator 
Grassley by Ms. Hardy follow:] 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Reeources Subcommittee on Aging, I am pleased to be 
here today to discuss targeting of services as mandated in 
Title III of the Older Americans Acti along with the actions 
taken by the Denartment of Health and Human Services to respond 
to that mandate. I welcome the opportunity to discuss the goal 
of directing scarce public resources to specific segments of 
the American older population. This Administration has 
consistently articulated a policy of supporting programs that 
help the truly needy. 

Title III is not the only portion of the Older Americans 
Act which provides resources for Older Americans. It is, 
however, the major source of support for direct services to 
individuals which are provided by the network of State Units on 
Aging (SUA's), Area Agencies on Aging (AAA's) and provider 
organizations. In Fiscal Year 1983, excluding Title V which is 
administered by the Department of Labor, over 96% of Older 
Americans Act appropriations were for Title III. The greater 
portion of my remarks today will relate to Title ill because of 
its importance in our efforts to reach individual older people 
with services needed to maintain economic and social 
independence. 
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Any consideration of the current and future focus of the 
Title III program must include a realization of "-he changes in 
our older population. During the 20th century, our nation^s 
older population has been growing much faster than the nation's 
population as a whole and is expected to continue that rapid 
growth through the first third of the next century. Let me 
highlight a few important demographic statistics: 

o At the beginning of this century, persons aged 60 or over 
represented one of every sixteen people and by the year 
2030 they will comprise 27% of the population; 

o Currently one-fourth of the older population is 75 and 

older, and this proportion is expected to increase to over 
one-third by 2030* The 85 plus group now constitutes one 
of every 16 older persons; by 2030, it will represent one 
of every eleven; 

o Older women outnumbered older men by nearly 6 million in 
1980, and this difference is projected to reach 12 million 
by 2030. 

o The 3.4 million minority older persons in 1980 are 

projected to grow in number to 13.1 million in 2030. Older 
minorities will increase their proportion within the older 
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population from 10% today to 16% by 2030;* 

These chanqing characteristics of our older population set 
the framework for a future course of action which will balance 
social needs with fiscal constraints. Some of the likely 
future changesr such as better education and increased 
financial resources, will be positive in the sense that they 
will ease the collective burden of caring for needy 
individuals. The expected doubling of the aging population 
within the next fifty years, however, assures the continued 
existence within the aging population of subgroups which 
require various forms of assistance to maintain 
self-sufficiency and independence. These subgroups are 
disproportionately drawn from those subgroups of the older 
population expected to grow most rapidly in future years - 
minorities, women, and the "oldest of the old," 

In the past, questions have often been raised about targeting; 
these should be viewed in the light of the changing population. 
The major issues are: 



('Because of lack of comparable data, these figures do not 
include older Hispanics who currently number about 1 million 
and represent 3% of all persons 60 and older). 
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o the advisability of targeting — supporters emphasize limited 
resources available under Title III and the diversity of 
economic and social need within the older population* 
Opponents question whether restrictions would be 
stigmatizing and discouraging to people in real need or 
constricting to the basis of popular support lor the Older 
Americans Act; 

o appropriate target groups and priority among them — 

choices would be necessary among older persons with low 
income, those who are minorities, those who have risk of 
institutionalization, socially isolated older persons, and 
the very dependent elderly; and 

o the appropriate locus of governmental responsibility for 
targeting ~ Title III legislation and Federal regulations 
express elements of national policy, and "New Federalism" 
emphasizes the desirability of State and local 
deternination of social policy priorities. 

In 1978, Congress specifically addressed targeting in the 
Older Americans Act. The 1978 Amendments mandated a specific 
targeting strategy for Title III supportive service and 
nutrition grants for State and community programs. Some form 
of "targeting" of resources to areas of greatest need, however, 
has always been a characteristic of the Act. Since 1973, the 
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statute has had as. one of the purposes of Title III "...to give 
priority to the elderly with greatest economic and social 
need.** Two elements were further defined in the 1978 
Amendnentss specific legislative language describing the 
targeting strategy which States and area agencies must build 
into their planst and the requirement that a funding formula be 
used by the States to allocate their Federal Title III dollars 
to their Planning and Services Areas (PSA's). (These 
recmirements were explicitly retained by Congress in the 1981 
reauthorization of the Act.) 

Targeting strategies and funding forwula mechanisms have 
been used previously in Older Americans Act programs. The 1978 
Amendments, however, specified that funds should be spent in 
order to serve those elderly in "greatest economic or social 
need," but left it to the States and area agencies to define in 
the context of their own older populations the policy meaning 
of "greatest economic or social need." The regulations isdued 
by the Administration on Aging to implement the 1978 Amendments 
specifically linked Congress* greatest need targeting mandate 
to its requirement of an Intrastate Funding Formula for the 
allocation of Federal funds to local areas t 

The State agency. . .must develop and use an intrastate 
funding formula... The formula must .. .reflect the 
propcrtlcn among the planning and service areas of persons 
age 60 and over in greatest economic or social need (45FR 
21152 at Section 1321.49). 
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Broad definitions of greatest economic and social need are 

also included in the regulations. The definition of economic 

need, selected by AoA from three suggested in the proposed 

rule, was "at or below the poverty level established by the 

Bureau of the Census," It was chosen after thorough review of 

the many comments received during the public comment period. 

The response in the final rule reads: 

...we concluded that the first option is the only one 
likely to result in targeting on those who are in greatest 
need, and is... most consistent with the intent of the 
Act.... Since minority older ^-ersons are represented in 
greater incidence among those with lowest income, we 
believe the choice of the first option will reaffirm our 
commitment to assure that minority older persons receive 
the services that they need. (45FR 21126 at section 



The definition of greatest social need was given lengthy 
consideration. It was developed on the basis of program 
experience since the legislative history did not indicate the 
specific meaning intended by Congress. The proposed rule 
defined it as ''isolation, physical or mental limitations, 
racial or cultural obstacles, or other non-economic factors 
which restrict individual ability to carry out normal 
activities of daily living and which threaten an individual's 
capacity to live an independent life." After considering 
comments made during the public renponse period, AoA revised 
the definition in the final rule to include language barriers, 
and to mention explicitly Blacks, Hispanics* American Indians 
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and Asian Americans as examples of individuals who may 
experience cultural or social isolation caused by racial or 
ethnic status. The definition was broadr but we believed that 
it should encompass all major factors that produce greatest 
social needs. We also felt that it should be sufficiently 
precise so State agencies could identify groups covered by it 
and focus on them. 

In response to this requirement r States have constructed a 
great variety of funding formulas. Generally New Federalismr 
and particularly the Older Americans Act programs, emphasize 
State and local responsiveness and innovation in the design and 
execution of nationally mandated and funded programs. While at 
times the Act and its accompanying regulations have designated 
national priorities and reporting standards, it has always 
emphasized the importance of State and locally-planned programs 
reflecting state and local populations, policies, and needs. 
This variation has been evident in the States' responses to the 
1976 legislative mandate combining "greatest economic or social 
need" targeting with the Intrastate Funding Formula. It was 
most recently supported in the preamble to the Proposed 
Regulations for the 1981 Amendments to the Older Americans 
Act. With regard to the information components of the State 
Plan: 
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We believe that these State conponents are necessary for 
effective program administration and as a vehicle for 
communicating the State's Title III agenda to the public* 
Older people especially need to be kept informed and have a 
right to know about programs affecting them, and the State 
Plan becomes the central public document through which they 
obtain this knowledge (4eFRB967, March 2, 1983). 



I have described the legislative history and intent as well 
as some issues around targeting* Now I will turn to some of 
the current means which the Office of Human Development 
Services and the Administration on Aging are using to assist 
the aging network in implementing their targeting 
responsibilities* 



In our annual planning agenda, through which HDS 
articulates major management goals and objectives for the year, 
one of the seven goals during my tenure has been to direct 
Federal budgetary support for services toward that portion of 
the population which is most needy. AoA has translated this 
goal into an operational initiative of targeting resources to 
those who are in greatest economic or social need* One 
accomplishment in Fiscal Year 1983 was a strategy for 
increasing minority participation in Title III programs* 
Statistical information on the AoA target population was 
prepared, and the FY 1984 State Plans submitted to the 
Administration on Aging reflected realization of the need for 
targeting* We will also provide any necessary technical 
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assistance to State and area agencies and will work with them 
to improve Title III planning, recruitment of participants, and 
distribution of available resources to 'nose in greatest 
economic or social need. 

Through related objectives, we hope to reduce dependency 
and to promote opportunities to secure and maintain social and 
economic independence and self-sufficiency. Specifically, we 
intend to provide models which will assist States to improve 
conditions for maintaining vulnerable older people in their 
homes or the least restrictive setting, promote improvement of 
community health care for older persons, and promote 
opportunities for their employment both in the network and in 
the private sector. 

The Administration on Aging guidance for the State Plans 
for the cycle beginning in FY 1964 urged States to work with 
area agencies to develop comprehensive and meaningful State 
policies to assure solid needs analyses— which could be 
instruments for targeting services since decisions about which 
groups or individuals are to receive services are made at the 
local level. 
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Every three yearsi State Agencies are required in the State 
plan to update their Intrastate Funding Formulas. The 1984 
Plan Guidance recosmended that* in the review of their current 
formulas, States ensure that they will in fact distribute funds 
to those in '•greatest economic or social need" as reflected in 
the 1980 Census data. 

I would like to emphasizei however, that we have a 
considerable amount of evidence that Title III funds are 
already being targeted to persons with greatest economic and 
social needs. 

The Administration on Aging nanages a Title III reporting 
system which includes annual estimates from the States on the 
number of needy persons being served under the program — low 
income, minorities, persons 75 years of age and older, etc. 
AoA also supports the National Association of State Units on 
Aging/National Association of Area Agencies on Aging 
(NASUA/N4A) National Data Base on Aging. Latest data indicate 
that these sub-populations are being served in far greater 
proportions than the general aged population sixty years of age 
and older. These findings are almost identical to those of the 
recent longitudinal evaluation of the nutrition program by 
Kirschner Associates. Several highlights of findings arei 
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although only 28% of the 65 plus United States 
population is 75 years or older, 40% of the 
participants in congregate meals are 75 plus and 59% 
of the participants in home-delivered meals are 75 
plus; 

- while approximately 14% of the U.S. population 60 
plus are reported to be in poverty, the AAA's 
reported that 60% of the participants in congregate 
meals and 64% of the participants in home-delivered 
meals are '*low-income" r 

- while only 26% of the 60 plus U*S* population were 
living alone in 1982, 53% of the congregate meals 
and 66% of the home-delivered participants were 
living alone; 

- 12% of the U»S» population 60 plus is minority, 
while 16% of congregate meal and 22% of 
home-delivered meals participants are minorities; 

- for users of transportation services, 36% were age 
75+ and 59% were living alone, 62% were reported ae 
low-income, and 26% were minorities; 

- for users of homemaking services, 57% were age 75 
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plus, 66% were living alone# 59% were reported as 
low-cone and 20% were ninority* 

Under our Title IV discretionary grant program, we 
have funded several research projects directly or 
indirectly relating to targeting of Title III services. 
The results of these efforts will assist us in 
comprehensive analysis of policy issues around targeting 
goals. 

In 1980-1961# Community Research Applications, Inc. 
conducted a research study under an AoA grant on "Services 
to Minority Eldei^ly.** This study assessed the extent of 
area agency and service providers commitnent to serving 
minority elderly, examined the effectiveness of various 
strategies for providing services to minority elderly, and 
assessed the use and non-use of services by older minority 
persons and the barriers to service use. "Minorities'* are 
a major group of older persons with recognised social and 
economic needs. Therefore* the findings from this study 
which describe both the successes and deficiencies of area 
agencies' efforts to serve minority elderly# as well as 
the recommendations to increase minority participation in 
area agency staffing* advisory council composition, 
outreach strategies and subcontracts with se4.vice 
providers are relevant to discussions about targeting of 
services. 

n 4 
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In 1981, the Administration on Aging funded another 
model project specifically on targeting* It focused on 
the Intrastate Funding Formula (IFF) as an approach to 
targeting services to older persons in greatest economic 
or social need. The final report suggests that the 
important approach to targeting through the intrastate 
funding formula is disclosure — the clear enunciation in 
the State Plan of the rationale used in arriving at it. 
Public disclosure of the underlying assumptions and 
administrative practices which define the IFF allows for 
wide variation and State-local innovation* Accommodating 
this thesis requires no new legislative base* 

The Brandeis University Policy Center on Aging, under 
a Title IV grant, has recently developed an interesting 
and insightful conceptual framework for understanding the 
many ways in which targeting under Title III currently 
takes place at the Federal, State and local levels. This 
framework analyzes targeting along three dimensions: 
approaches to targeting; methods for operationalising 
them; and levels of decision-making and implementation. 
The study also applies that framework to current targeting 
policies and issues for the purpose of generating and 
assessing new targeting policy options. I understand that 
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Dr. Robert Blnstock, Director of the Brandels Center, is 
here today to present this franework in detail to you« 

I have described several approaches which the Office 
of Human Development Services and Administration on Aging 
have taken to investigate the issue of targeting. As I 
stated earlier, the Administration has consistently 
articulated a general policy of designing and implementing 
social programs in a manner that helps the truly needy. 
We recognize, as does Congress, that there are many 
different kinds of truly needy older Americans - those who 
have low-incomes; those who are disadvantaged by ethnic 
and cultural status? those who are at high risk of 
long*term disabling conditions and institutionalization; 
and those who are isolated from access to essential 
services. 

We believe that a variety of needs within the older 
population can ind are curren^tly being targeted within the 
Older Americans Act. The legislation, and Federal 
regulations as presently structured, make it possible to 
target a variety of needs flexibly in the respective 
States and localities throughout the nation. To the 
extent that various States and localities would like to 
enhance their targeting efforts to meet high priority 
needs within their jurisdictions, we are prepared 
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to work with them to take advantage of the nany options 
available under the current legislation. 

We do believei however, that the issues of targeting 
should be considered very carefully before any major 
changes in the existing legislation are recoomended. An 
advantage of the present legislation is its reflection of 
the fact that th^re are nany different kinds of needs to 
be net — economic, ethnic and cultural, vulnerability to 
long to^m disability in institutions, lack of access to 
appropriate services — and that distribution of these needs 
varies throughout the country. The Older Americans Act 
has provided a strong framework for responding flexibly to 
State and local needs* 

Practical possibilities aro available to those States, 
area agencies, and service providers that are inclined to 
target Title III more sharply to the economically needy. 
These options could includes 

- State adoption of IFF formulas weighing the 
distribution of Title III funds more heavily in 
relation to the intra-State distribution of poor 
older persons; 
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- State guidelines to AAA's and AAA guidelines to 
service providers emphasising that implementation of 
the greatest economic and social need clause should 
be targeted on the economically needy; 



- State establishment of set-aside funds from the 
current Title III allotment to establish programs 
and services especially useful to special groups of 
oldex' persons; and 

- State requirements and area agency designation of 
community focal points on the basis of specified 
geographical concentrations of poor and minority 
older persons. 

These are all possibilities which could be undertaken 
without legislative change and at the discretion of, or to 
meet the needs of, individual State and area agencies. We 
at the Federal level stand ready to offer any necessary 
assistance, 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I 
have appreciated the opportunity to share information 
about some of our thoughts on service targeting with you, 
and I will be happy to respond to any questions which you 
or any other Subcommittee member may have. 
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TARGETING TO ECONOMICALLY AND SOCIALLY 
NEEDY UNDER TITLE IV 



Q-1 



QUESTION : Sections 422 and 423 of Title IV mention several 
groups of elderly which should receive special 
consideration. "Economically or socially most needy" 
elderly are not mentioned. Should this "economically 
or socially most needy" language be introduced into 
Title IV in such a way that applies to activities 
conducted under all sections of this Title? 

Is there anything different about Title IV which 
would spare it the need to target? 

ANSWER ! Title IV funds are used to facilitate targeting 
provisions of the Act. Examples of some recent 
projects to support targeting are a research study on 
"Services to Minority Elderly/' a model project 
focusing on the Intrastate Funding Formula as an 
approach to targeting, national minority 
organizations ' examination of strategies of 
targeting, and model projects to develop management 
tools to improve targeting. 

Title IV has historically been used to support 
activities which increase and broaden the knowledge 
and experience about the entire field of aging and 
the older population. It is not meant to provide 
specific services to individuals or groups, as Title 
III does. We believe that the development of a 
knowledge base is important for maintaining a program 
for older persons which is geared to the future as 
well as to the present. While it is both necessary 
and appropriate to target social services to those 
groups most in need of them, we believe that the 
future development of the entire program is best 
served by using Title IV to address a broad spectrum 
of issues which are important to the entire aging 
population. 
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TARQifriNG OTHER FEDERAL FUNDING 



QUESTION : The Older Aaericans Act network uses funds from other 

Federal prograus. What type of coordination do we find 
in inpleoentation of the Act for use of other Federal 
■onies in targeting? 

ANSWER ! It is the intent of the program to encourage State and 
area agencies to leverage additional resources from 
other Federals State and local sources to augment the 
Older Americans Act resources. In Fiscal Year 1982« 
State and area agencies augmented Title III resources 
by $580 Billion. Twenty-nine percent of that total was 
from local resources^ twenty-eight percent was from 
State resources and forty-three percent was from other 
Federal renourcesr resulting in more than a billion 
dollars available for Older Americans Act objectives* 
However, the Older Americans Act does not require 
targeting of other Federal funds for Its aging programs. 

Further, the Older Americans Act, as amended specifies 
that funds be targeted to those elderly who have the 
greatest social or economic need. State agencies 
employ various mechanisms to accomplish this. For 
example, some States stipulate client/service 
priorities as written policies? identify priorities of 
the socially and economically needy in State and area 
plans; employ special factors in the intrastate funding 
formula; and utilize various other assurances for 
targeting resources. 
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QUESTION ! Could it be argued that other Federal programs 



effectively target the needy elderly to a degree 
which makes the necessity or urgency for doing so 
with Older Americans Act funds less intense? 

Other Federal programs do target the needy elderly 
but their conditions, particularly through the use of 
means tests, are perceived by many to stigmatize 
participants as welfare clients. On the other hand. 
Title III, or any one program, cannot begin to meet 
all the needs of the elderly. There is a great 
diversity of economic and social need within the 
older population. Title III funds are already being 
targeted to persons of greatest economic or social 
needs. Latest data indicate that these 
sub-populations are being served in greater 
proportions than the general aged population sixty 
years of age and over. We believe that a variety of 
needs within the older population can and aro 
currently being targeted within the Older Americans 
Act. Distribution of economic end social needs 
varies throughout the country, and the Older 
Americans Act has provided a strong framework for 
responding flexibly to State and local needs. We 
believe that this overall approach should continue. 
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Q-4 



TITLE III LAyOUAGE ON TARGET GROUPS 



QUESTION; ProB the way the Act la written, it is not completely 



clear that the **economically or socially most needy" 
are the groups which should receive highest targeting 
priority* The introductorj section to Title III 
Section 301, says it is tha purpose of the Title to 
develop* and see deliverea, services to individuald 
capable of self-care, older individuals facing 
barriers to economic and personal independence, and 
to the vulnerable elderly* 

How does this language square with the later language 
of Title III to give preference in services to those 
elderly with the aost economic or social need? 



ANSWERS Section 301 prescribes service goals for Title III 



prograns and in doing so, describee groups of older 
people who would logically or obviously benefit from 
responsiveness to those goals. Sections 305 and 306 
call for targeting of services responding to those 
goals to older persons in greatest economic or social 
need* The language in sections 305 and 306 simply 
narrows the groups and categories of individuals to 
be given priority to receive service. The ideas are 
not contradictory. The Older Amerians Act has always 
specified objectives for older persons, while 
necessarily and appropriately calling for provision 
of services to those individuals who need them most. 
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COMMON SERVICE DEFINITIONS 



QUESTION ; According to the 19B1 Federal Council on Aging 



Report, Toward More Effective Implementation of the 
Older Americans Acti there appear to have been 
serious difficulties in accounting for how much 
service is provided to whom, at least in part 
because definitions of units of service and units of 
measure used across the network differ. 

Has any progress been made in developing common 
units of service and common units of measure for the 
network? 



ANSWER : One year prior to the publication of the 1981 



Federal Council on Aging Report, Toward More 
Effective Implementation of the Older Americans Act, 
the Administration on Aging provided funding to the 
National Association of State Units on Aging (NASUA) 
and the National Association of Area Agencies on 
Aging (N4A) to develop a taxonomy — a common service 
nomenclature for programs and services funded under 
the Older Americans Act. In May, 1981, NASUA and 
N4A produced for the network "Uniform Descriptions 
of Services for the Aging", a tool for State and 
Area Agencies, and others to describe services in a 
concise, unambiguous way. This publication allows 
comparisons to be made across agency and State 
lines, facilitating communications at the local. 
State, and national levels. The standardization of 
definitions of units of services has enabled the 
network to accurately identify programs and services 
funded under the Older Americans Act in such 
documents as grants and contracts, in Area Agency 
Plans, and so forth. As of August, 1982, NASUA and 
N4A reported that approximately 76% of its Area 
Agencies sampled were using the "uniform 
descriptions" in whole or in part. 

The Administration on Aging, in order to expand and 
improve upon the NASUA/N4A taxonomy of common 
definitions of units of servicei introduced to the 
network in March, 1982. an award agreement mechanism 
for use between Area Agencies on Aging and service 
providers called ** performance -based payment 
provisions". This method of reimbursement is one in 
which the Area Agancy on Aging defines units of 
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service as identified in the the NASUA/N4A taxonomy, 
and attaches a fixed price to those services. The 
result of ti'iis system is that service providers are 
only reimbursed by the Area Agency for services 
actually delivered to clients, as opposed to 
reimbursement based on total budgeted costs. AoA 
forwarded to the network in May, 1982| a model 
"per formance-based contracting system** and 
encouraged network use of the system during Fiscal 
Years 1982 and 1983. Currently, 26 State Units on 
Aging are promoting performance-based payment 
provisions and an additional 11 States will 
encourage network use of the system during Fiscal 
Year 1984. The combination of standardized 
definitions of services, coupled with fixed prices 
for those services, will result in an increase in 
the number of services delivered to clients without 
an increase in federal funding. 
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CONTRIBUTIONS FROM PARTICIPANTS 



QUESTION : The Administration has adopted a policy of 
encourarjing contributions from program 
participants. What effect has this had on 
participation of the most needy in the various 
programs sponsored under the Act? 

ANSWER: State efforts to incrt5asc contributions did not 

result in a reduction of the percentage o': k 

low-income participants in meals programs. In fact# 

the percentage of low-income participants slightly 

increased during the period of the State campaigns 

from 60% to 61% for the congregate nutrition 

programi and from 66% to 67% for the home-delivered 

meals program* 

In Fiscal Year 1982, the Administration on Aging 
launched a national initiative aimed at increasing 
program income contributions with an emphasis on 
nutrition programs. The initiative was introduced 
to State and Area Agencies in an effort to help them 
position themselves to meet increased demands for 
services at a time when economic recovery depended 
upon restraint in Federal expenditures* 

Expenditures of program income contributions 
totalled approximately $79 million in Fiscal Year 
1981. The Administration on Aging established a 
target to increase such expenditures to reach $92 
million in Fiscal Year 1982 • The actual amount 
attained in that Fiscal Year was $1C0.8 million* 
The goal of increasing program income expenditures 
for Fiscal Year 1983 was set at $120 millioni and 
preliminary figures being collected by the 
Administration on Aging indicate that the goal was 
met . 
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Q-7 

AGE ELIGIBILITY - OLDER AMERICAN ACT 



QUESTION : With the exception of the nutrition program and Title 
V, there does not appear to be an age of eligibility 
specified for any of the Older Americans Act 
programs. Nor are the terms older individual or 
older person defined. Do we need to express a 
clearer age preference for other serviceo in the Act 
and, if bo, what should it be? 

ANSWER : We do not believe that there is any necessity for 

further age clarification in the Older Amerians Act 
itself. The interstate funding formula is based on 
number of persons 60 years of age and older in the 
State. Program experience has demonstrated that this 
formula is as equitable as any and it has gained 
acceptance in the aging network. A change in the 
formula by, for example, raising the eligibility age, 
would change State-by-State distribution of funds, 
but not the aggregate picture. Such changes at the 
Federal level would not do a better job of targeting 
resources than the present formula. 

State flexibility is already provided in the 
intra-State funding formula, and we believe that 
State discretion on targeting of resources to 
specific areas of need in terms of age, location, and 
economic or social status is an important key to 
implementing the Act effectively. 
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DATA ON SOCIALLY AND ECONOMICALLY NEEDY PARTICIPANTS 



QUESTION ? Is it correct that nutrition and supportive services 
delivery systems funded under Title III currently 
report to AoA only on the low income and minority 
participants? If so, how do we Know how many 
individuals participate who are from other groups which 
might be considered under the term economically and 
socially most needy? for example, those who are 
physically or mentally disabled? 

Do you have any plans to improve collection of data, 
through the Older Americans Act network's routine 
reporting systems, on other groups? 

ANSWER: To answer the last question, we do not collect 
information only on low income and minority 
participants. The reporting document for Title IIIi 
the Program Performance Report, collects participant 
data on total participants, racial/ethnic breakdown, 
socially needy and economically needy. The 
instructions for providing data define economically 
needy as those individuals with income levels at or 
below the poverty threshold. The same instructions 
define socially needy as those elderly with needs 
associated with non-economic factors. For example, 
language barriers, mental and physical disabilities or 
other factors limiting one's ability to live 
independently. 

In 1980, the Administration on Aging entered into a 
cooperative agreement with two national organisations, 
the National Association of State Units on Aging 
(NASUA) and the National Association of Area Agencies 
on Aging (N-*4A) to develop a National Data Base on 
Aging. This data base is a voluntary reporting system 
which collects data through annual samples of area 
agencies over a three-year period. The client 
information in the data base consists of 
characteristics of the elderly who most likely fit the 
definitions of the greatest socially and economically 
needy. The categories are participants who are 75 
years and older, low income, those living alone and 
those who are minority. We can also cross-reference 
additional information in the data base which depicts 
participation as it relates to institutional care, 
health and various other program areas that indicate 
services to the greatest economically and socially 
needy. 

Since the data base has reduced the recordkeeping and 
reporting burden while providing more uniform 
information, we feel this represents remarkable 
improvement of data on aging programs. If it becomes 
necessary to collect additional data not currently 
available, we would consider securing this throuQh 
special studies. 
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Q-9 



USE OF COMPUTERS 



QUESTION ; I am aware that projects have been funded through 

^ I J^^^^^ft M»m>»ftM MM » AM »A fifllHvf fVt 



the ORDS discretionary grants program to study the 
feasibility of computer use throughout the Older 
Americans Act network. 

What progress has been made in actually introducing 
computers into network administration? 



ANSWER: The following very briefly summarizes the computer 
"^"—^ information systems initiatives supporting Older 
Americans Act programs. 



National Xnxtiatives 



o National Data Base on Aging: A computerized bank 
of information, including services^ clients^ 
costs, staffing, budgets and policy initiatives, 
collected annually from all State Units and a 
revolving, one*third sample of Area Agencies on 
Aging. 

o Small Computer Systems Development Project: 
Replication in twenty-eight Area Agencies on 
Aging across five states of a computerized client 
tracking and case management system. 

o Management Indicators System: A computer software 
package which synthesize* information about state 
and local programs for the aging as concise 
performance reports, including the major problems 
or exceptions toward which top management should 
direct its attention. 

o Implementation of Uniform Service Descriptions In 
Computer Information Systems (Taxonomy): To 
effect national comparability of information as 
part of computer systems development initiatives 
in State and Area Agency on Aging programs. 
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State and Local Initiatives 



Over the past five years the Administration on Aging has funded 
computer information systems development efforts in several 
states, collectively these projects have made a valuable 
contribution to the state-of-the-art in this technological 
arena. Individually they provide program managers with a 
valuable information resource for decision-making. The 
following IS a list of projects and the major focus of concern: 

o Birmingham, Alabama Area Agency on Aging - Client 
tracking and case management system 

o Connecticut State Unit On Aging - State level client 
tracking and case management system 

o Essex County, New Jersey Area Agency on Aging - Client 
tracking and case management system 

o Florida State Unit on Aging - Service unit costing 
systePi 

o Jamaica - Queens Services Program for Older Adults - 
client tracking and case management system 

o New Jersey State Unit on Aging - Summary computer 
information system 

o New York State Unit on Aging - Unit cost and sampling 
system 

0 Ohio State Unit on Aging - An Integrated State and Area 
Agency computerized system 

o Texas State Unit on Aging - A multi-user micro-computer 
information system 
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PARTICIPATION OF MINORITY CONTRACTORS 



QUESTION ; What are you doing to insure participation of minority 
contractors in Older Americans Act programs? 

ANSWER ; Grantees and subgrantees are required by 

government-wide regulations to provide opportunities 
for minority contractors to participate in Older 
Amer icans Act programs. For example, procurement 
standards require that affirmative steps must be taken 
to assure that small and minority businesses are 
utilized when possible as sources of supplies, 
equipment, construction and services. The regulations 
provide specific affirmative steps to be taken to meet 
the requirement. Another example, related to audit 
requirements, is the provision that small business 
concerns and business concerns owned and controlled by 
socially and economically disadvantaged individuals 
shall have the maximum practicable opportunity to 
participate in tho performance of contracts awarded 
with Federal funds. Again, the regulations provide for 
specific affirmative action to further this goal. 

Assurance that these regulations are implemented is 
provided through assessments and audits at all grantee 
and subgrantee levels of the Older Americans Act 
programs. 
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QUESTIONS FOR SLClUiTARY lURDY VRM SILNATOR QIARI^ES E. GI^SLEY 

Q-U 

NATIONAL POLICY CENTER ON INCOME REPORT FINDINGS 



QUESTION : Will you review the results of the project on which 
Dr. Binstock reported at the hearing for its 
potential relevance for changes in the legislation 
and in program regulations and policy guidelines? 

If 8o« when can we expect to know the conclusions of 
your review? 

ANSWER ; The Administration on Aging will be reviewing the 

results and reports of the National Policy Center on 
Income (which were the subject of Dr. Binstock's 
testimony) when they are completed in early 1984. 
Any appropriate recommendations will be considered 
either for legislative or policy guidance 
implications. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you, Ms. Hardy. 

We on the Hill have had quite a bit to do with Mr. Rust because 
of his time here, as well, and I hope you like your new responsibil- 
ities. I am sure you do not tind them quite as interesting as you 
would things up here on the Hill— would you? 

Mr. Rust. No. [Laughter.] 

Senator Grassley. ! had several questions, so I hope you will 
bear with me, and some of them, I may even say, I may even want 
to encourage you to answer in writing, because they may indicate 
some things that you are not prepared to respond to now. And 
there is even some leadtime on that, because as I indicated, we 
would like to move toward the reauthorization of this early next 
year, and get it out of the way so it is not caught up in the politics 
of Presidential elections, or maybe even not taken up because of 
the way Congress sometimes moves, as we are finding right now as 
we are about ready to adjourn for the year. 

My first question to you, Ms. Hardy, concerns the basic thrust of 
the Older Americans Act with respect to the targeting issue, By 
that, I mean, does the administration agree that the Older Ameri- 
cana Act should remain open to all older persons while at the same 
time giving preferred status to certain groups of older people? 

Ms. Hardy. Yes» Mr. Chairman, we do agree with that. 

Senator Grassley. OK. Now, this next question may be one that 
at this time, you may not be in a position to answer, but I want to 
ask it anyway, and in the event that you cannot answer it, I would 
like to know whether you would be willing to consider it and report 
back to us, perhaps later in the year, before we finish reauthoriza- 
tion. 

Should the act, or more specifically, should the language of the 
act which requires preferred treatment for certain groups, be fea- 
tured more prominently in the act than it is now? For instance, 
should we include language expressing preference for certain 
groups in the declarations of objectives in title I of the act, or 
should we feature targeting language more prominently as parts of 
titles II, III, and IV? 
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Ms. Hardy. We would like to consider that in more detail. We 
are having conversations in the Department as to whether we 
might want to look at some of the possibilities of shifting some of 
that language. 

Senator Grassley. Well, I would like, naturally, to have your 
point of view on that specific question, but let me suggest to you 
that I think Congress has a greater responsibility now, since the 
Chadha case and the revoking of the legislative veto, even though 
it is not applicable to this particular statute, but generally speak- 
ing, I think we have the responsibility to be more clear in what we 
are delegating and the intent, and I think maybe we have to 
review the Older Americans Act from that standpoint as well. 

So I would appreciate, then, whenever you can, but hopefully 
early after the holidays, if you could get back to us on that point. 

My next point is in regard to a distinction which can be made 
between the general advocacy programs of the act and the nutri- 
tion and social services programs of the act. Should the general ad- 
vocacy functions carried out by the State and area agencies be fo- 
cused on all elderly, rather than being targeted? 

Ms. Hardy. I think most of our— what shall I say— our "star*' 
area agencies on aging are focusing their efforts on all of the elder- 
ly in their service area, and at the same time, they are targeting 
many of their efforts on the same persons that they are more likely 
to serve, more likely to see, at perhaps a senior center or who uti- 
lize their transportation services or more of their services. So they 
serve, I believe, both roles. 

Senator Grassley. OK. Has the administration taken a position 
on the Federal Council on Aging's reauthorization proposal on tar- 
geting? 

Ms. Hardy. The Federal Council on Aging has not formally sub- 
mitted their proposals yet. We have had informal discussions of the 
draft, and it is my understanding that they are holding hearings in 
San Francisco next week at the Western Gerontological Society. I 
expect that we will all be receiving their formal recommendations 
after that time. 

Senator Grassley. I understand the necessity of waiting, but 
when might we expect to know the position of the Department on 
that? 

Ms. Hardy. Of the entire Older Americans Act, or the Federal 
Council on Aging? 

Senator Grassley. The Federal Council on Aging's reauthoriza- 
tion proposals on targeting— those are the ones that you spoke 
about the hearings on in San Francisco. 

Ms. Hardy. I would expect that they would probably have their 
recommendations in to the Department before Christmas, and they 
could be up here in the early part of the New Year. 

Senator Grassley. OK. That sounds good. 

A key finding of the 1981 Federal Council on Aging report— and 
this report was entitled, 'Toward More Effective Implementation 
of the Older Americans Act''— it concluded— and let me quote— and 
I would like tc have you comment on this quote— '*Data produced 
by the existing reporting systems are not sufficient to measure the 
impact of Older Americans Act programs, either for the total aged 
populations or for subsets of that population." 
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Ms. Hardy. As an administrator involved with all of the human 
services programs, I have been concerned about data and trying to 
rely on good information so we can make good policy judgments. I 
think that the Federal Council finding may have been accurate in 
1981. I do not think it is the case at the moment. The Administra- 
tion on Aging has completed, through a contractor, a massive study 
of the persons who participate in the congregate and home-deliv- 
ered meals programs. We also have the NASUA/N4A data base, 
which we have been working very closely on, and I think we do 
have good data as to what is going on in the field. 

Senator Grassley. I am not sure from the entire report if that 
was meant to be a criticism by the Federal Council on Aging, but if 
it is meant to be a criticism, then you feel that criticism has been 
met, and the necessary administrative decisions to provide for 
more accurate reporting are in place, and so in the future, we will 
have better data? 

Ms. Hardy. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Grassley. I would like to turn to language in title IV. 
That language at present stipulates that 

Demonstration projects shall give special consideration to projects designed to 
help meet the needs of various groups of older people. These include those in need 
of mental health services, low-incomei minorities, Indians* limited'English-speaking 
individuals, and the homi'bound. blind* and disabled elderly. 

r 

My first question in regard to title IV: Can you give figures for 
the percentage "of title IV moneys which went to demonstration 
projects since 1981? 

Ms. Hardy. I do not have those specific figures at the moment. 
We can supply those for the record. We have funded significant 
numbers of demonstration projects with title IV dollars. 

[Information supplied for the record follows:] 

Question. Can you give figures for the percentage of Title IV moneys which went 
to demonstration projects since 1981? 

Answer. We have funded significant numbers of demonstration projects with Title 
IV dollars. The ()ercents of Title IV funds used for demonstration projects since 
fiscal year 1981 are as follows: 



Senator Grassley. OK, then, I would presume that information 
about the percentage of money that went to projects focused on the 
needs of these groups would have to be submitted in writing as 
well? 

Ms. Hardy. Yes; we do fund four minority organizations; part of 
their efforts are to address targeting and strategies for targeting. 
We have funded a number of studies, one that I refer to in my re- 
marks, that are research-oriented, that give us some information as 
to how we can better look at targeting on cert'^in groups. I do not 
have the numbers, the total dollars, in front of me. I can supply 
that to you. 

Senator Grassley. OK. 

[Information supplied for the record follows:] 

Question. What i}ercentage of Titie IV funds since 19H1 went to projects focused 
on the needs of various groups of older persons: those in need of mental health serv- 



Pervent 



Fiscal year 1981 
Fiscal year 1982 
Fiscal year 1983 



47.8 
40.7 
55.4 
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ices, low-income, minorities, Indians, limited English speaking individuals, and the 
homebound, blind, and disabled. 

Answer. The percentages of Title IV funds used since 1981 for various special 
groups of older persons are as follows: 



(In percent) 



Fiscal year 



1981 1982 1983 



Mental health 0.5 1.8 Oi 

Low-income O.l 16 05 

Minorities 9.3 12.4 12.8 

Indians 2.2 2.1 2.7 

Limited English speaking 1.0 2.7 2.6 

Home lxjund. blind, and disabled 16.0 IS^l 25^8 



I would like to note that several grants are responsive to the needs and concerns 
of two or more of these groups. 

Senator Grassley. Maybe my last question to you is so specific as 
well that it would need also a written response. 

What percentages of your consolidated discretionary program 
moneys like title IV, Older Americans Act money, has gone to 
rural AAA's for model projects devoted to the special needs of the 
rural elderly? 

Ms. Hardy. I would have to supply that for you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Grassley. OK. 

[Information supplied for the record follows:] 

Question, What percentages of your consolidated discretionary program moneys 
like Title IV, Older Americans Act money, have gone to rural AAAs for model 
projects devoted to the special needs of the rural elderly? 

Answer. The percentage of Title IV model project funds awarded to Area Agencies 
on Aging is rather modest, ranging from 3-7 percent during this period. A relatively 
large percentage of such funds are awarded to Area Agencies on Aging serving 
rural areas. Of the model projects funds awarded to area agencies, funds awarded to 
area agencies for projects devoted to the special needs of the rural elderly were as 
follows: 

_ , Percent 

Fiscal year 1981 54 

Fiscal year 1982 76 

Fiscal year 1983 31 

In addition, other title IV funds are used for projects focused on the rural elderly, 
although grant recipients are not necessarily rural area agencies on aging. 

For example, in fiscal year 1983 AoA funded a project through a community col- 
lege to develop training materials for home-care providers designed to bridge the 
service gap between institutionalization and family care for rural minority elderly. 

Senator Grassley. You have done well in your responses and 
also, I think, in preparing for some of the concerns that have devel- 
oped over the last 1 or 2 years. I want to compliment you on that, 
and say that I had more questions, but you did answer those in 
your testimony. 

I want to thank you very much, and I look forward to our contin- 
ued working relationship with you and your assistants. 
Thank you very much. 
Ms. Hardy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Grassley. Our second witness is Dr. Robert Binstock. He 
is director of the Policy Center on Aging, and the Stulberg Profes- 
sor of Law and Politics at Brandeis University. 

Dr. Binstock is going to talk to us about the project on targeting 
he has been doing at the policy center. He has talked to some other 
groups about the project, and the reports that have reached us 
about it say that it is most interesting and very pertinent. I want 
to thank you for your efforts in this area, Dr. Binstock. 

You have a reputation as a person very much interested in aging 
and in aging matters, and we appreciate your diligence and your 
willingness to stick to the points that you believe in. We welcome 
you and ask you to proceed. And we did promise you more time, so 
you proceed according to our prearranged schedule. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. BINSTOCK, PH, D., DIRECTOR, THE 
POLICY CENTER ON AGING, AND THE LOUIS STULBERG PRO- 
FESSOR OF LAW AND POLITICS, BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY 

Dr. Binstock. Thank you very much. Senator. I hope my re- 
marks will not take too long, and of course, I will not read my pre- 
pared statement into the record. 

I am honored to be invited to be a witness before you, since I do 
not represent any group, organized or unorganized, or any particu- 
lar administrative entity. 

My testimony this morning is focused on options under title III 
only, and it can be summarized in three points. 

The first point is that the current legislation does make it possi- 
ble for title III to be targeted to a variety of economic and social 
needs where and when they are perceived to exist. 

The second point is that to the extent that you and your col- 
leagues, the administration, and State and local governments want 
to enhance targeting to any particular or several sets of needs, 
there are a number of practicable options for doing so, which I will 
deal with shortly. 

And the third point is that those options do not require drastic 
changes in the current legislation. 

Most of my testimony will be devoted to presenting briefly a 
series of policy options at the Federal and at the State and local 
levels, to meet economic needs and to meet social needs. I will out- 
line each set of options with respect to three considerations: Their 
targeting effectiveness, their political viability, and their adminis- 
trative ease or difficulty, and come up with an assessment combin- 
ing these three characteristics. 

Before I present these options, let me just briefly recall for us the 
fundamental issues to which you and the Assistant Secretary re- 
ferred a few moments ago. — 

We know that in the broadest discussions of policies toward older 
persons, there has been debate about age versus need as appropri- 
ate criteria for targeting resources. And title III is, of course, in 
some sense targeted in that it is a categorical grant 'n-aid for older 
persons. But the most basic issues, as we know, are not resolved. 
We have not even resolved the issue of: How old must an older 
person be to be a client in the programs? That is about as basic as 
you can get. 
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And of course, as you pointed out, there is great disagreement 
over three fundamental issues: Whether or not to target; some tar- 
gets versus other targets; and whether the appropriate locus of de- 
cisionmaking is at the Federal level or should be a matter of State 
and local autonomy, or how these responsibilities should be mixed. 

Now, I am not going to try to resolve these issues in my state- 
ment. What I will have to say is designed to reflect the fact that 
these disagreements exist and try to be practicable within the con- 
text of them. 

Although I am going to systematically review a series of legisla- 
tive options, I think perhaps it would be worthwhile for me to say 
a word or two about some of the m^jor legislative proposals that 
have been discussed, and express my viewpoint that they are prob- 
ably ill-advised. 

As the Assistant Secretary pointed out— and I happen to agree 
with her on this— the overriding virtue of the present legislation is 
that it reflects two fundamental facts. First, there are many differ- 
ent kinds of truly needy older persons in the country. Second, the 
structure that has been set up by law, and the way it is carried 
out, is capable of flexibly meeting those needs when and where 
they exist. 

Some people have suggested that we ought to resolve this debate 
on age versus need by focusing heavily on the low-income elderly. 
Some have even suggested there ought to be a means test under 
title III. In my view, this approach would have a number of defi- 
ciencies. 

One reason is that a mean test would exclude from services a 
number of people who do not precisely fit the criteria that would 
be operationalized, wherever one drew the line for the test. And 
yet, such persons may need a great deal of help. 

Second, a means test would involve extraordinarily costly and 
burdensome administrative chores, which I do not think the State 
and area agencies would be prepared to undertake without a great 
increase in authorized and appropriated funds. 

Third, there is the problem of stigmatization of people who par- 
ticipate in the means-tested programs. 

And fourth, I think a means test might erode some of the popu- 
lar support for title III. 

Senator Grassley. Let me comment at this point. Really, I do not 
get a lot of criticism out in my State about the fact that it is not 
means tested, or that people who could afford to pay or should not 
be participating are not paying more or should be denied participa- 
tion. Once in a while, it comes up, and I think it is probably a per- 
sonal matter that somebody has toward somebody else, than a 
matter of whether or not they thought about it as being good policy 
or not, because I think that if it were a basic issue that people were 
really upset about— and maybe we should not even be considering 
it from that end; maybe we ought to be just considering it as a 
question of good policy or not and our resources— but I think that, 
at least from the grassroots, if it were a big issue, we would hear 
constant criticism. 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. I would agree with you very much, Senator, i do 
not think that the people in general are upset about the fact that 
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the Older Americans Act is not restricted at all. I think some other 
interests have proposed a means test as a good policy measure. 

Senator Grassley. I think we ought to be cautious as we go on 
into the future, though, that we do not do things that would lead it 
to that sort of criticism, so that somehow, we would get the same 
criticism against this program that we might get against some 
other needs-tested programs. 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. Right. 

Another maior set of options that people have discussed involves 
changing the basis that is used for allocating funds to the States 
through the title III formula. As we know, that allocation is cur- 
rently based on the number of people in the State 60 years of age 
and older, as a proportion of the national total. 

Now, my examination of proposals for changes in this formula 
suggests tnat most such changes would not do a better job of tar- 
geting to any one need than is done by the present formula, and 
even in the few instances where one need might be targeted better 
by changing that formula, resources would be targeted away from 
other needs. 

For example, people have tried to mediate the age versus need 
debate by saying, **Well, suppose v/e took 75 years of age and older 
as the basis for allocating the funds? That way, we can maintain 
the sense that this is the universal program, but by lifting the age 
to 75 we are using a good proxy for the incidence of a great many 
of the social and economic needs that we are concerned with, so we 
are targeting in a better sense." That may be true, in theory. In 
reality, though, if you based the formula based on an older age, 
whether 75, 70, or 65, you would not get a distribution of funds 
that was anymore in harmony with the distribution of needs than 
you do under the present formula. You would have some changes 
State by State, but overall, you would not be making an improve- 
ment in terms of targeting. 

One of the feA^ changes in the formula that would make a differ- 
ence would be to use low-income as a base — in other words, the 
number of low-income older persons, in a State and what propor- 
tion that number is of ail low-income persons, nationallj^. If that 
were done, we would certainly see a much closer distribution of re- 
sources in relation to the distribution of economically needy older 
persons. 

The problem with this approach is that it would bring about a 
drastic change in how much money one State is getting and an- 
other State is getting. You would be breaking up an 18-year pat- 
tern of legislative accommodation on how these resources are dis- 
tributed, and of course, you would be targeting away from other 
needs if they were of concern to you. 

Conceivably. Congress might wish to undertake a hold-harmless 
approach and say: "If we wanted to have a more accurate distribu- 
tion in relation to economically needy older persons but we did not 
want to take any money away from any of the States, and we 
added on enough to achieve this new distribution, what would it 
cost?*' 

As far as I can estimate, Senator, the answer is that it would 
cost an additional S700 million annually, or a 130-percent increase 
in the annual appropriation under title III. 
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Now, despite the difficulties involved in some of these drastic 
changes that I have just discussed, there are many other effective 
options at the Federal level and at the State and local levels for 
targeting title III. My associates and I have been grappling with 
the issues of targeting under title III as part of a cooperative agree- 
ment with AOA through which we are funded as one of the so- 
called national policy study centers, and I will be discussing options 
that we have examined. But I wish to make it clear that the views 
I have, and the views that I will be expressing this morning, are 
not attributable to AOA, or in fact, to anyone else at all. Probably, 
my colleagues would not even subscribe to all of them. 

With your indulgence, I have set up— or, your staff has helped 
me to set up — an arrangement for a visual display here, just to 
briefly acquaint you with how we tried to deal with the complex- 
ities of targeting. Defining what targeting is all about to begin 
with, and sorting it out, seems to be rather confusing. That was the 
first conclusion we came to. People seem to be mixing up whether 
they were talking about eligibility or resources, and where, and 
how, and when. 

So we stepped back, and essentially, we said there are three di- 
mensions to targeting. I do not know if you can see this visual dis- 
play from there. Senator. And I do not know if it is worth your 
coming over here to see it. But in any event, we will give it a try, I 
am not one of the great graphic artists of our day. 

Basically, we said, "Look, let*s sort this out." There are two basic 
approaches to targeting. (See table 1.)* One is eligibility, and the 
other is allocation. And both of those approaches can be operation- 
alized in three different ways: (1) on an individual basis— an indi- 
vidual is eligible or not eligible, can be allocated a meal, or not; (2) 
on the basis of aggregate characteristics; and (3) on the basis of en- 
vironmental characteristics, such as in rural areas. And there are 
five levels of decisionmaking and implementation that can affect 
what goes on with respect to targeting. If somebody walks in the 
door of a service-providing agency and they are treated a certain 
way, that treatment is effectively going to allocate, or render eligi- 
ble or ineligible, regardless of provisions in congressional legisla- 
tion, Federal regulation. State agency, or area agency decisions. 

So we said, "Is this theory, or is it practice?" And we looked back 
at the Older Americans Act and found, as you can see in this next 
illustration that in fact, targeting is going on right now in all 1^0 
possible combinations of the two approaches, the three methods of 
operationalization, and the five levels of decisionmaking and imple- 
mentation. Our abstract categorization is borne out in reality. (See 
table 2.) So we went on in an encouraged fashion from there, and 
wo said, **There are lots of ways to generate policy options~30 pos- 
sible combinations of approaches. And briefiy, we looked at an 
oviM'view of FedtM'al options, as shown in this visual. ^See figure 1.) 
For o.xample, we applied the framework to targeting to the eco- 
nomically needy, which I will deal with first. And as you can see, 
we have as options require means tests, allow means tests, 
strengthen lan^^tia^e for service preference, and so on. We rated 
these, you will note, in terms of political viability, targeting effec- 

• T.ihli-^ ,\tui Jiii.iri-v r* \\-ir*-ii .ipptMr »hnni^^hnut Dr HinstfK'k s prepared ir^tiniony 
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tiveness, and administrative ease. I will get back to these in a 
second. We did the same thing at the State and local level, recog- 
nizing that there were plenty of options available at those levels. 
(See figure 2.) 

Now, first let me turn to a display of B'ederal options not worthy 
of consideration, as we judged them, and this follows on what I said 
earlier. (See figures 10-13.J 

You will see that in each case, the left-hand bar refers to politi- 
cal viability, the black one in the center to targeting effectiveness, 
and the one on the right to administrative ease. This is not a sci- 
entific rating. It provides a basis, a starting basis, for discussion. 

You will notice we considered require means test. This is an ex- 
cellent targeting option in theory. Administratively, it ranges to- 
wards poor. Politically, we just write it off. 

^'Strengthen language for service preference"— meaning, for in- 
stance, that you could take social out of the economic or social 
needs clause, is another option. We rated that as weak on targeting 
effectiveness^ because it does not matter what the language says 
with respect to preference. The question is how that statement gets 
implemented. The language is symbolic. People may fight big bat- 
tles over what the language is going to be. We figured they would 
fight big battles over charging this particular clause and conse- 
quently we rated this option as less than moderate politically. We 
saw no problem administratively that would flow from such a 
charge in the language. 

Amending the title III formula on the basis of economic need, as 
you can see, we thought was an excellent option in terms of target- 
ing effectiveness and administrative issues, but poor politically. Re- 
quiring each State, in its intrastate funding formula, to weight eco- 
nomic need more heavily was again an option we found to be excel- 
lent in principle and not difficult administratively; but we felt that 
there would be a big political struggle if it were proposed as a Fed- 
eral option. That is how we laid that out. 

To get to the more positive side of this analysis, we also grouped 
options in terms of **High potential*' (see figures 3-5), ''Worth Con- 
sideration" (see figures 6-8), and "Marginal." In this display of op- 
tions with *'high potentiar* please note the one up in the upper 
left-hand corner, ^'identifying clients through nontitle III pro- 
grams." By that, what we meant, briefly, is that there are in exist- 
ence some low-income-tested programs for energy assistance, hous- 
ing, medicaid, and so on. Interagency agreements made by AOA 
within HHS or across departments could very well open up a path- 
way for those area and State agencies that wanted to do some out- 
reach, to make sure that they were targeting more effectively on 
low-income clients, but do it without unaertaking a means test or 
without additional stigmatizing of anyone. After all, the clients are 
already in those means-tested programs. So that option looks fairly 
decent. 

iMandating- programs and specialized services that are of particu- 
lar use to the poor out of the present title III allotments would be 
another option. And of course, creating a set-aside fund for the 
poor i.s a viable approach and indeed, we rated it moderate politi- 
call\. If that is what Congress wants to do, tnat probably would not 
be too tough, to create a set-aside beyond the current allocation for 
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those States and/or those areas that had a specified number or con- 
centration of poor older persons. It could be implemented relatively 
easily. 

Briefly, then, without discussing these options in further detail, 
let us look at the options labelled worth consideration. 

We felt that the option of allowing a means test would be worth 
considering. This would involve elimination of the Federal regula- 
tion that prohibits means test. 

Requiring minimum allotments of services is also a possibility for 
poor people, as well as requiring designations of community focal 
points in each PSA [planning and service area], if they have cer- 
tain concentrations or numbers of poor persons. The latter is a 
viable legislative option that probably would not be fought too 
much by anyone, and would be fairly decent as a targeting meas- 
ure. 

A marginal option, we felt (see figure 9), was requiring fee sched- 
ules for services instead of just allowing them. We figured this 
could be done politically, but we also feel it is nickel-and-diming 
people to death as far as targeting is concerned. It does not redis- 
tribute that much in the way of resouices, and it is administrative- 
ly difficult, as far as we can make out. 

Now, at the State and local level, you can see in the display that 
there are a lot of options designated as having high potential. (See 
figures 14-18.) And you will notice we rated all of these as moder- 
ate politically, because we are basically saying, "Look, if the State 
wants to do it, they can do it, if the leadership says 'Yes'." If they 
do not want to, they will not. But those States that want to, for 
instance, can heavily weight economic need in their intrastate 
funding formulas. The State units can issue guidelines regarding 
economic need down through their systems. The area agencies can 
do that; this is done now in some States. It can be enhanced. The 
States can create set-aside funds for the planning and service areas 
that have concentrations of poor older persons. They can require 
the designation of community focal points in certain communities 
which are heavily populated by the poor elderly, and the AAA's 
can do that themselves. 

So all of these are very viable, where State and localities want to 
do them. 

We followed through on some other State and local options that 
are worth consideration, and I will not bore you by running 
through them all at this time. (See figures 20-23.) You can review 
them in more detail. There was only one State or local option that 
we felt was marginal (see figure 24). again, the fee schedules for 
services, because we feel that this is really nickel-and-diming 
people to death to no good end. 

Now, when we move to targeting goals involving social needs— 
and this is where I will briefly conclude— many of the things stay 
the same way as on targeting to the economically needy except 
that as a general observation. State and local options for targeting 
social needs seem to be more viable than F'ederal options for doing 
it. And the reason for this, as I would express it, is that attempts to 
target social needs nationally would involve even greater contro- 
versy, variability of interests, and sensitivities of constituencies dis- 
tributed throughout the Nation, than does targeting to economic 
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need. It would depend a great deal upon how you even define the 
social needs you want to target through a Federal option. So conse- 
quently, I would start in by saying the same principle at the State 
and local level that we applied to targeting the economically needy 
is just as viable for the socially needy. It is a question of State and 
local political will. You can see that we have a great many State 
and local options in the category high potential. 

This is important to note. Those folks who say, ''Well, the Na- 
tional Government should do X and Y," are in a good position to go 
to their Governors and their mayors and say, **Hey, this Federal 
formula targets resources away from our kind of folks— whether 
they are poor folks, or people who are disadvantaged by ethnic or 
cultural status—that means it is all the more incumbent on us to 
take measures to retarget things back in a way that fits our 
needs.'* For instance, this may be a question of a special effort to 
emphasize rural needs, or a special effort to emphasize urban 
needs. 

Similarly, the next visual shows that there are three options we 
regarded as worth consideration at the State and local level for 
social needs 

We turn now to the Federal options, and you will see again I sug- 
gest that not worth consideration for social needs is the option of 
strengthening preference language. I rated this even lower politi- 
cally than strengthening the economic preference' language, and 
the same with the options of requiring more social need in the 
intrastate funding formulas, and in title III, and so on. 

I do not think you want me to run through these with any ex- 
tended discussion. You can look at the visuals. On the option of 
mandating programs and services, and creating set-asides we put 
big political question marks, because political viability depends 
upon which social needs are expressed, how controversial they 
would be or how bland, how targeted those social needs were, and 
how they were particularly described. So we left political viability 
open with a question mark. 

And finally, at the Federal level, options requiring minimum al- 
lotments of services for this social need or that social need, and re- 
quiring community focal point designation, again depend on how 
you want to express social need. 

Since I do not want to take up the entire hearing, I will not run 
through a discussion of all those social needs. 

Let me just say in conclusion, as you are stepping back up front, 
Senator, that there is one point I would like to emphasize. It 
should be noted that efforts to target to a variety of goals within a 
single jurisdiction, whether it is National, State or local in scope, 
may cancel each other out. The options I have presented for target- 
ing to the economically needy are cumulative in impact— that is, 
the more of them that are done, the more the economically needy 
would be targeted. The same is true for the socially needy, assum- 
ing sve work consistently with the same definition of socially needy. 

But in some contexts, measures to target to one group will target 
away from other groups. So what I want to emphasize is that the 
options I have presented here will not, in any event, resolve the po- 
litical issue that has to be confronted at any single level, which is: 
Which target is going to get priority? There is no way we could 
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target all these things, because our efforts will cancel each other 
out if they are targeted for a variety of social goods simultaneously. 
Thank you. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Binstock and responses to addi- 
tional questions of Senator Grassley follow:] 
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Mr, Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee; My name is Robert H. 
Binstock. 1 am Director of The Policy Center on Aging, and the Louis 
Stulberg Professor of Uw and Politics, at the Florence Heller Graduate 
School, Drandeis University- Some of the observations 1 will be making 
this morning were developed as part of a larger policy analysis in which 
1 have been Involved, funded by the Administration on Aging (AoA) as part 
of Us National Policy Study Centers program under Title IV of the Older 
Americans Act. However, I wish to state clearly at the outset that all 
of the views 1 will express are my own, and are not attributable to the 
Administration on Aging or anyone else, 

My testimony this morning will be focused on targeting policy 
options under Title III of the Older Americans Act. My views can be 
sumiTiarlzed as follows: 

1. the current legislation does make it possible 
for Title III to be targeted to a variety of 
economic and social needs of older persons, 
where and when they are perceived to exist; 

2. to the extent that you and your colleagues, 
or other interested decision makers in the 
federal government — or at the state and 
local levels — wish to enhance targeting 
toward any particular set of needs, there 
are a number of practicable options for 
doing so; and, 

3. these options do not require drastic changes 
In the present legislation. 



Most of my testimony will he devoted to presenting a series of policy 
options — at the federal level, and at state and local levels — for 
targeting to meet econoT.ic needs, and for targeting to meet social needs. 
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tach set of options be outlined with an eye to three considerations: 

their effectiveness as ta»-gcting neasureSi their political viability; and 
Che administrative difficulties that they might engender. 

Before I present these options, let me briefly address some of the 
fundanental issues of targeting that underlie the pending reauthorization 
of the Older Am- ir.ans Act. 
Fundarrtental Issues 

In the broadest discussions of policies toward older persons, debate 
has focused on "age vs. need" as alternative criteria to be used in 
targeting resources. As we know, Title 111 oi the OAA, as currently 
authorized, funded, and administered, does not resolve this debate or any 
of the other fundamental Issues concerning targeting. In its very nature 
as a categorical grant-in-aid, of course, it is in some sense targeted to 
older AiTiericans. But Title III legislation and implementing policies do 
not even resolve clearly the nost b£»sic questions such as: How old must 
an older American be in order to be eligib^le for Title 111 programs and 
services? The ambiguities and the underlying conflicts regarding Title 
*II can be sur-^.arized In rerms of three f undarr.enra 1 issues. 



First, there is conflict as to whether Title 111 should be targeted 
at So~e interested parties and analysts feel that ^-^e programs and 

services oJfert^d through Title MI should be available, at least in 
principle, to all older Americans. They support this view with several 
arguments. One ar>;un.ent is that older persons of all economic and social 
cbar.icte r i sc ICS Titiy, at one ti'^e or another, have need for assistance and 
cha: private n.^rket nochanfs'-s do not (and are not likely to) provide 
services that are provided by the so-called Aging Network sustained t>y 
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Title 111 programs and services. A second argument Is that restrictions 
of Title HI on the basis of economic or social characteristics would in 
some sense make It a "welfare" program, like Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI)» thereby stigmatizing those older Americans who participate In it; 
the argument implies that if Title UI were thus restricted, many older 
persons who could and should use OAA programs would not, because of their 
fear of stlgmatlzatlon. A third and related argument is that the very 
processes of operac lonali zing restrictions on client eligibility tends to 
degrade clients subjected to them, and also undermines the perspectives 
and efforts of service providers; the general mode of service operation 
becones restrictive in ethos rather than supportive and outreaching. A 
fourth argument is that restriction of Title 111 availability, 
particularly on the basis of economic and social characteristics, would 
constrict the base of popular support for the OAA, and concomitantly 
weaken its political support within Congress and in the states* 

On the other hand, proponents of targeting emphasize the limited 
resources available under Title HI and the substantial diversity of 
economic and social need within the older population. One of their 
arguments Is that the funds available through Title 111 cannot begin to 
rreet the need for any one program — e.g., the nutrition programs or the 
home repair program — let alone all the programs authorised by the 
legislation. A second argument Is that some programs are more Important 
than otherb because the needs they are expected to meet are of greater 
societal importance. And a third, related argument Is that the economic 
and social needs of severely di sadvantated older persons should have 
priority n.-nong the conditions to be alleviated through public programs. 
This fundamental conflict over whether to target is expressed In the 
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present legislation and in i:s implementation through AoA and its Aging 
Network of SUAs i AAAs , and service providers, Viewed in its totality, 
Title III remains ambiguous on this basic issue* 

2. Some Tar^ts vs» Other Targets 

Kven among those who a^ree on the desirability of targeting, there 
is conflict regarding which groups are appropriate targets and what 
should be the priorities among them* A variety of arguments have been 
put forward for targeting Title HI in a fashion that would address 
specific problems and concerns within the older population such as: low 
income, disadvantages associated with racial and ethnic status, risk of 
long-term disability and institutionalization, social Isolation and 
dependency, and so on. Moreover, many different methods have been 
Identified for opera t iona I i zing targeting efforts addressed to those and 
other problems and concerns* Neither the problems and concerns 
identified, nor the methods for operat iona 1 i zing them, are necessarily 
incompatible. But since the prior issue of whether or not targeting is 
appropriate remains unresolved, current policies reflect a curious 
mixture of somewhat contradictory and piecemeal expressions of targeting. 
3. Federal Targeting vs* State and Local Autonomy 

A third fundairental issue is the appropriate locus of governmental 
responsibility for targeting. On the one hand, both the T\tle III 
legislation and federal regulations inplement ing it express some elements 
of a national targeting policy, such as the legislative mandate that 
preference should be given in the provision of services to those older 
persons who are in the greatest econorrJc or social need. 
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At the same time, President Reagan's "New Federalism'' and previous 
versions of the New Federalism have emphasized the desirability of 
letting state and local governments determine their respective social 
policy priorities in administering federal grant-in-aid programs. On 
this latter point, of course, officials of state and local government 
generally concur. Through this classic and enduring conflict Inherent in 
American federalism, the general notion of targeting under Title TIT 
becomes still further complicated. 

The policy options that I will present In this testimony are not 
intended to resolve these fundamental disagreements^ Rather, they 
reflect the fact that these disagreements exist. The policy options that 
I will outline are structured so as to present targeting strategies that 
could further social policy goals that may or may not be regarded as 
desirable by various interested parties. Consequently, assessments of 
the political viability and the administrative feasibility of the options 
and strategies 1 present will reflect sensitivity to the different 
perspectives of Che various parties Involved, and the roles they would be 
likely to play in alternative situations. 
So"*e Observations Regarding Major Lcjjislative Changes 

Although I will systematically review legislative options for 
further tarp,eting, let briefly indicate why some of the major 
legislative proposals that have been considered for resolving the 
fundamental issues of targeting are probably ill-advised. 

The overriding virtue of the present legislation is that it reflects 
two irT>portant sets of facts. The first is that there are many different 
kinds of needy olJer Americans those who have inadequate incomes; 
those who are disadvantaged dje to ethnic and cultural sta^cus; those who 
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are at high risk of long-terr disability and inst I tut lona I i zat ion ; those 
who are isolated from access to essential services and their larger 
environments; and so on. The second is that the distribution of Ch«se 
needs varies throughout the nation, among states and within communities* 
As presently consCfticted , Title 111 makes it possible for the Network of 
State I'nits on Aging (SUAs), Ai-ea Agencies on Aging (AAAs), and service 
providing organizations to be flexible in meeting these many different 
kinds of needs within the older population, where they exist, and when 
they change over tiire. Some of the major legislative changes that are 
being discussed would substantially reuuce these virtues of the current 
leglsl at ion. 

Sorr.e analysts and interested parties would like to resolve the 
debate over age vs. need by e-^phasizing need — particularly economic 
need — through an amen J.-Tient that would restrict client eligibility on 
the basis of income, through the use of a means test. In my view this 
■approach has a number of deficiencies: 

1. it would deny services to many older persons who 
need them, but who are not precisely eligible for 
t h e T. ; 

2. it would engender a number of costly and burdenso-ne 
adrr.inistrative tasks; 

3. it would label Title I!! as* in sor-e sense, a welfare 
pro^ra-. and thervl^y stigmatize those w*:;o participate 
in i c ; and 

^. s:r-;larly, it .Ti^;ht erode popular support for the program. 
Another maicr ser of options thnt have been discussed would change 
tr.e forrula :hrovj;L;h which Title 111 funds are allocated a.-riong the states, 
m of'jer to target resources (fore in accordar.ce with the distribution of 
neccs. Hut t'xa-* iria: ion ot swch changes sui;vt'5t :ha: 'rost of them would 
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not even do a better job of target Ing resources to any one need than is 
done by the present formula. Moreover, in the few instances where such a 
change would target more effectively toward one need, they would target 
resources away from other important needs. 

For example, some have attempted to mediate the targeting debate 
over age vs. need by suggesting that the interstate funding formula be 
constructed on the basis of an older age criterion then presently 
employed. The formula could be based on the number of persons 75 years 
of age and older In each state — or 70 and older, or 63 and older — 
instead of the current basis of 60 years of age and older. On the 
surface, this approach seems appealing. It preserves the univeral nature 
of Che program, thereby avoiding a ^'welfare stigmatization" of clients 
and maintaining a broader base of popular support. At the same time, 
older ages, especially 75 years and over, serve as reasonable proxies for 
the incidence of economic and social needs within the elderly population. 
Consequently, the appeal of such proposals is that they would seem to 
maintain a sense of universal eligibility for participation in Title III, 
but target scarce resources in relation to the distribution of those 
older Americans who are most likely to have needs requiring collective 
assistance « 

In reality, however, the use of such formulas would not do a better 
job of targeting resources than the present formula. A formula based on 
73 years of age and older, for instance, would certainly result In 
Chang 'S in the specific amount of Title III funds received by certain 
states — with some getting more, and some getting less than at present. 
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But In Che aggregate, tho picture would not be different. The interstate 
allocation of funds would be no more in consonance with the interstate 
distribution of needs than it is under the present formula. 

One of the few types of changes in the formula that would make an 
overall difference would be to allocate Title TIT funds on the basis of 
the number of low income older persons In each state. This approach 
would bring the overall interstate allocation of resources much more into 
harmony with the interstate distribution of economic need within the 
older population than is achieved through the present formula. But at 
the sanie time^ the distribution of resources would be highly out of 
harniony with the interstate distribution of other — non-economic — 
needs, and sharply reduce the allocations; to many states. Conceivably, 
the Congress night wish to undertake a so-called "hold harmless" approach 
in which sufficient additional funds were appropriated to make it 
possible for a fornula based on economic need to be used as the basis for 
Title in allocations, without cau<>ing any ftate to receive less funds 
than a: present. The estimated annual cost of such ^n approach, however, 
would be about $700 million more, or a 130 percent increase in Title Til 
appropriat ions. 

A Broader Look At Targeting Options 

Despite the difficulties involved in sone cf the drastic changes 
that have teen discussed, there are nany other effective options at 
the federal, and state and local levels — for targeting Title IIT. In 
order to consider the full range of options, it is useful to step back 
and take a three-dimensional look at targeting. 
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As indicated in Table 1, chere are two basic approaches co 
Cargecing — through eligibilicy and allocadon. Each of chese two 
approaches can be operaC tonal ized through any one of three methods the 
use of Individual characteristics, aggregate chAracterist ics , or 
environnmental characteristics. And either of the two approaches can be 
operacionalized, in any of the three ways, at five levels of decision- 
making and implementation — Federal legislation, federal regulations. 
State Units on Aging (SUAs), Area Agencies on Aging (AAAs), and service 
providing organizations and staff* In theory, then, there are 30 
combinations of approach, method, and level for targeting initiatives. 

As indicated In Table 2, this theory is a reality under current 
Title III legislation and implementation. Targeting is, in fact, 
presently carried out through all 30 possible combinations. 

By taking this three-dir..ensional look at targeting, it becomes 
easier co lay out and assess a wide range of options for targeting to 
various needs within the older population. For the purposes of this 
hearing, 1 have applied this broader framework to Just two general 
categories of need — economic need and social need. Due to 
considerations of space, the options are presented in only the barest, 
outline form. (A fuller discussion of these options can be found in "An 
Analysis of 'Targeting' Policy Options Under Title 111 of the Older 
Americans Act," Workir^ Paper No. 16 of the National Aj^^ing Policy Center 
on Income Maintenance, Branders University, V'aUham, Mass.) 
Targeting to : he Economica I ly Needy 

Each of a nunber of federal policy options, and options for state 
and local action, could have an impact in targeting Title III prograns 
and services r~ore effectively to econcrr i ca 1 1 y needy older persons. 
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Table 1 

A CONCEPTUAL iRA>rEVORK FOR TARGETING 



Basic 
Approaches 



Methods 
for 

Operatlonallzing 



Levels of 
Decision-Making 
and Implementation 



Eligibility individual Characteristics 

Allocation Aggregate Characteristics 

Environmental Characteristics 



Federal Legislation 
Federal Kegulations 
SUAs 
AAAs 

Service Providers 
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Moreover, unlike some of the current federal, state, and local policies 
rele -int to economic need, tliey are not internally contradictory; that 
is, one option does not tend to cancel out the potential targeting effect 
of another. Father, the potential effects of the options described above 
are cumulative. They would all direct eligibility and resources under 
Title m n»ore fully to the economically needy. The more of these options 
that are adopted, the more sharply Title 111 will be targeted to the 
economically needy. 

Nonetheless there are reasons for believing that particular sets of 
options vary substantially with respect to: the political viability of 
their adoption as policies, their potential effectiveness as targeting 
measures, and the administrative difficulties involved in implementing 
them. The conclusions 1 have drawn with respect to variations in 
political viability , targeting effectiveness , and administra t i ve. 
dif f iculc ies are summarized graphically for federal policy options in 
Figure 1, and for state and local options (on which AoA may wish to 
undertake an active advisory role) in Figure 2. 

Because of these variations it is evident that some options that, in 
theory, could have a T.n^or targeting impact, are relatively impracticable 
for political and/or ad.T-i n I st rat ive reasons. Conversely, other options 
that pose few administrative difficulties, and which may be viable 
poliLically, will only be likely to have a rinor targeting irrpact. 
Consequently, sc^e options are more worthy than others of consideration 
by Cton^ress, AoA, and by state and local corr'poncnts of the Title III 
S'etwo rk . 
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FIGURE I 



OVERVlDs' OF FEDER/\L OPTION'S 
FOR 
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FIGURE 2 



OVERVIEW OF STATE AND LOCAL OPTIONS 
FOR 

TARGETING TO THE ECONOMICALLY NEEDY 
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Accordingly, this presentation of options for targeting to the 
economically needy sets forth a targeting strategy that takes account of 
I politico! viabililty, targeting effectiveness, and administrative 

difficulties. Federal options, as well as state and local options, are 
grouped in categories that are labelled: "high potential;" "worth 
consideration;" "marginal;" and "not worth consideration." 

o Options that have HIGH POTENTIAL are those that 
combine the following characteristics: 

— moderate or better in terms of political viability; 

— moderate or better in likely targeting effectiveness; 

— no worse than moderate in t'*rms of administrative 
dif f icul t ies. 

o Options that are WORTH CONSIDERATION are those that combine 
the following characteristics: 

— at least plausible in terms of political viability; 

— moderate or better in likely targeting effectiveness; 

— at least workable administratively. 

0 Options termed MARGINAL are those that combine the following 
characteristics: 

— at least plausible in terns of political viability; 

— relatively weak In likely targeting effectiveness; 

— workable administ rar ive ly » but -jith more th£in moderate * 
difficult ies involved. 

o Options labelled NOT WORTH CONS I DJ:PATI0N are those that do 
not meet at least the standards expressed in all three of 
r^e characteristics used to describe marr.lnal options. 
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The targeting strategy presented below uses these groupings to 
emphasize differentially: fa^ federal policy options; (b) state and local 
policy options; and (c) options for AoA in providing advice and technical 
assistance to the Title III Network. 

li Federal Policy Components In the Strategy 
Our analysis of policy options available to the federal government 
for targeting Title 111 more Strongly to the economically needy has 
considered nine types of options, and major variations on two of these 
nine. Altogether, then, eleven sets ot options have been assessed In 
terns of political viability, likely targeting effectiveness, and 
admlnlscrai Ive difficulties. Of these eleven sets of federal options we 
rate : 

o three as having HIGH POTENTIAL; 

0 three as WORTH CONSIDERATT j 

0 one as I-URGINAL; 

o four as NOT WORTH CONSIDERATION 

ii. Options with Hifih Potential . The three sets of federal policy 

options that seer, to have high potential for targeting Title III to the 

economically needy are: 

o interagency a^^reernents between AoA and federal 

agencies administering existing low-income targeted 
proprarrs. facilitating identification of poor older 
persons through 'Jon-Tltle 111 programs; 

o legislation or regulations "^.^ndating that the existing 
Title ilJ allocations within certain PSAs?^ be Spent 
on specific prograns and services especially useful 
to poor older persons; 
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Federal Options: HIGH POTENTIAL 



Fig. 3 

Identify Clients Through 
Son-Title III Programs 
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Fig. 4 
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o legislative auchor i zat Ion anO appropriation of "set 
aside" funds for P.^AS neeting designated (legislative 
or administrative) criteria, to be used only to fund 
specific types of prcgra'^s and/or specialized services 
that are particularly useful to poor older persons* 

As expressed in the graphic depictions in Figures 3, ^, and 5, each 
of these sets of options is approximately moderate In terms of political 
viability, Moreover, none engender significant ddmlnisLrative 
difficulties for the federal government, although state and local 
implementing agencies would take on substantial administrative burdens. 
The options for interagency agreements (Fig, 3) would probably be only 
moderate in targeting effecti -eness since much would depend upon 
discretionary behavior by state and local impleirent ing agencies. But the 
options for mandating programs and services within certain PSAs (Fig, A), 
and for "setting aside" funds for eligible PSAs (Fig, 5) would be likely 
to be more than moderately effective as targeting measures. 

b, Options Worth Consideration, Three sets of federal policy 
options that seem to be at least worch consideration are; 



o changes in regulations or legislation to allow 
SL'As to G:rploy reans tests, if they choose to 
do so within their respective jurisdictions; 

o legislation or regulations requiring minimum 
allotments of specific services to poor older 
persons, or mini.Tvun allofenrs, to all clients, 
of services that are particularly useful to 
the poor; 

0 legislation and/or regulations to require that 
ccrT.uniry focal points within PSAs be designated 
and located within geographical setiini^s that 
have specified r.ir.inurr concentrations of poor 
older persons. 
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Vcderal Options: WORTH CONSIDERATION 



Fig. 6 
Allow Me^ns Test 




EXCELLENT 



Fig. 7 
Require Mlnlreum 
Allocmencs of Services 
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As can be seen in Che graphic depictionb chese sets of options in 
Figures 6, 7, and 8, Chey vary sorr.ewhat in cheir respective components of 
political viability, likely targeting effectiveness, and potential 
adr.inisirat ive difficulties. 

The options for allowing SUAs to employ means tests (summarized in 
Fig. 6) would be highly effective for targeting in those states that 
chose to exercise this possibility, Adnini st rat ive difficulties would be 
passed on to states willing to implement these options; but no 
administrative difficulties would be encountered by AoA. Although these 
options may engender some political opposition within Congress, and 
within the Title 111 Network and among interest groups, the obstacles to 
adoption would probably not be insuperable. 

In contrast, options ensuring minimum allotments of services (Fig. 
7) would be unlikely to engender political opposition, and would bave a 
relatively strong targeting effect throughout the Title III Network. 
Somewhat more than moderate administrative difficulties would be 
involved, however, in federal responsibilities to monitor Network 
compl iance . 

Options requirfng that community focal points be designated within 
settings that have specified concentrations of poor older persons (Fig. 
9) would not be too difficult co adopt politically, but would only be 
"oderace \n carj<etinp effectiveness. Moreover, AoA would encounter 
sobstanttal ^^ry i ni St rat i ve difficulties in r-onicoring AAA compliance with 
such pol icies . 

c. \ :'ar;;inal Set of Opiions. Federal options requiring Title 111 
service providers to develop a fee schedule for services based on income 
ran/es ;n tbf co^runity are cr.ly worth borderline consideration. As 
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Federal Option: MARGINAL 



Fig. 9 

Require Fee Schedules 
for Services 
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graphically summarized in fig. 9, their targeting effectiveness would be 

only weak and the additional adminiscrative difficulties engendered with 

respect to states engaged in this activity would be substantial. 

d. Options Not 'v^orth Considering. Four sets of logical federal 

policy options that are Impracticable and, therefore, not worth 

consideration are: 

o legislation and regulations requiring the use of a 
means test under Title III; 

o legislation and regulations changing the GCSN * 
clause to strengthen emphasis on economic need; 

o legislation amending the formula for interstate 
distribution of Title 111 funds; 

o legislation and regulations requiring the use and/or 
weighting of specific measures of economic need in 
IFFs, 

Three of these sets of options — requtrenents for means tests (Ftg. 10); 
new legislative formulas for interstate funding (Fig. I2)j and 
requirements weighting lFFs**to the economica I ly needy (Fig. 13) — would 
be highly effective as targeting measures. But since we do not regard 
therr ro be at all viable politically, we have categorized them as not 
worthy of consideration. 

Although options for strengthening the language of the GESN clause 
^fig. il) m^y be at least plausible in the terms of political viability, 
they would have a weak targeting effect — at best, synbolic. Hence, 
they are not worth the political struggle to adopt them. 
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Federal Options: NOT WORTH CONSIDERATION 



Fig. 10 
Require Means Tests 
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Fig. 11 
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Fig. 12 
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Title III Interstate 
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Fig. 13 
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2. 



Scate and Loca 1 CoTponenCs in che Strategy . 



Our analysis of policy options available to state and local 
components of the Title 111 Network for targeting to the economically 
needy has focused on eight types of options, and major variations on 
three of the eight. Of these eleven sets of state and local options we 



o six as having HIGH POTENTIAL; 

o four as WORTH CONSIDERATION; 

o one as MARGINAL 
a. Options with High Potential. The six sets of state and local 
options that seem to have high potential for targeting Title III to the 
economically needy are: 



o SUA adoption of IFF formulas that weight the intrastate 
distribution of Title III funds more heavily in relation 
to the inter-PSA distribution of poor plder persons; 

o SUA p,uidelines to AAAs emphasizing that implementation 
of the GESN clause should be targeted on the economically 
needy; 

0 AAA guidelines to service providers emphasizing that Imple- 
mentation of the GESN clause should be targeted on the 
economically needy; 

0 SUA establishment of set aside funds froT. within the 

current Title III allotments for PSAs meeting designated 
criteria* to establish prograrrs and services especially 
useful to poor older persons; 

o Sl'A requirements that A-^As designate community focal 
points on the basis of specified geoj; raph ica I concen- 
trations of poor older persons; 
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o AAA designation of communiCy focal points on the basis 
of local decisions regarding low-income Chresholds and 
concentrations of poor older persons. 

As expressed in the graphic depictions in Figures 1^* through 19, 

each of these sets of options has a high potential for targeting 

effectiveness in those SUAs and AAAs that choose to adopt them. We have 

expressed the political viability of these options, however, as moderate 

because the variable nature of political leadership and climate among the 

states and localities will substantially determine which -SUAs and AAAs 

would be inclined to try and succeed in adopting such options. The state 

and local administrative burdens engendered by these policies would be 

negligible in some cases, and moderate in others. 

b. Options V?orth Consideration. Four sets of options that seem to 

be worth consideration by sta.es and localities are: 

o active (though sensitive) determination — by SUAs, • 
AA/\S, and service providers — of ihv economic 
status of Title 111 program participants in order 
to refine program evaluation and planning; 

o establishment and implementation — by SUA, AAAs, and 
service providers — of state and local interagency 
agreements that would facilitate identification and 
outreach to poor older persons not currently partici- 
pating in Title HI programs; 

o SUA requirements that certain PSAs and/or focal point 
agencies use their Title HI allotments for programs 
and services that are especially useful to poor older 
pe rsons; 

o AAA decisions to fund and locate programs and services of 
especial usefulness tc the poor, on the basis of numbers 
or concentrations of econorrically needy older persons 
in their respective jurisdictions. 

As can be seen in the graphic depiction of these sets of options 

(Figures 20-23) » they vary so.-newhat in their respective components of 

political viabilicy. targetlnj^ effectiveness, and administrative 
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State and Local Options: WORTH CONSIDERATION 



Fig. 20 
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Fig. 21 
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difficulties. Yet, because they all are likely to have a moderate or 
better targeting effect, and the political and administrative 
difficulties associated with them are noc insuperable, chey appear to be 
worth consideraclon. 

c» Marginal Set of Options. SUAs and AAAs could require within 
:heir respective jurisdictions the t'se of fee schedules for services, 
based on income ranges; in the absence of such requirements, service 
providers could exercise this option more aggressively, pursuant to 
current federal regulations. This set of options is probably not worth 
consideration at the state and local levels for the Same reason we have 
Judged similar options at the federal level to be "marginal." As 
graphically summarized in Fig. 2^, its targeting effectiveness would only 
be weak and the administrative difficulties engendered would be 
considerable . 



In the absence of a new federal legislation or regulations that 
would prohibit any of the state and local options summarized above, it is 
clear that practicable possibilities are available to those SUAsi AAAs, 
and/or service providers that arc inclined to target Title 111 more 
sharply CO :he econon^ical ly needy. AoA could either actively encourage 
sLa:es nn^} localittues co adopt these options, or passively disseminate 
i nf of.ac I or. aiiout Lhen to the Title HI '.'etwork. 

!n either Ctise whet lie r AoA i s setr i na te s information about these 
options in an active advisory leadership role, or in a more passive 
^.echnical assistvince role -- i ^. will encounter feu administrative 
a i f f I cu 1 " ; es . Sor-ie co-^ponents of the Title III I^etwork, as well as some 
a;; i n>;-^i.i <vC'J i n.t e rost groups . -..-i 1 1 rcse nt an ac t i ve Cephas 1 s by AoA on 
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State and Local Opt ion; MARGINAL 



Fig. 2U 
Fee Schedules for Services 
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economic need, and express their resentr?enc through political channels* 
But the amount of political discontent will not vary a great deal in 
relation to one set of options or another, since no components of the 
Serwork will be required to act in accordance with any proposal. Rather, 
expressions of discontent will sir:ply reflect the fundamental and 
unresolved value conflicts le^arclir.^ v^-hether or not it is cipprcpriate to 
target, and which car^'.ets should be preferred. 
T ar^-eclnfl to Social Needs 

Many, but noi all, of t!ie basic options available for targeting to 
econof*ic need can Ke used for targeting a variety of social needs as 
well. in r he* context of this testir.ony there is little point in going 
t^'irc'jvh exh.iustive ^md repetitive detail on every option as applied to 
each of a v.iriety of social needs, father, 't will be nore useful to 
;o!nt up how options for targe: ing to aocial needs are similar and 
Jifferont f rot. c^^e options for tari;etin^ to economic needs. 

As 1 ,»o-j<?r.il o3serva:lon. s:ate .ind loc. 1 options for target jng to 
soi'i.il needs ^ee"' to he '^ore viable politically than are federal options. 

is :s ^ocau^e u n;. atfC'-pL ?o L.irvet social needs nationally would 
involve e"cn .••'e.irer CO'^L rove r sy , and variability in interests, than 
r,it;^ri.fl .i ! : t ^ L b to ttir^'M t-cono-ic need. T:e -eanink-s ot "soc; al Tu-ed" 
.1 r f * f ■ . r. s ; • . V : ♦ ; I- s .■ e r f r .i r e ' > t ^ c* • i ; e r • e r o u s » and 0 i s t r : ^ u 1 1 '1 
!Af'xi'. • : ! : e rtT' 1 V i-on»' i v.i r ; t- : \ c, f c Or. b t 1 1 i.e nc If S t ;■ r O'-iy-h ou t the 



r ^ iTf are si\ stat^i and locil 



♦ •■•.t' issess raV::.- n-^:**;- • •.* ^ Kuf.da-ent a I I y . these 

t:K • X 1 «> tt o* .i^r ict.s } re <»»•:•' c ■'. r.irlier m Ki^s. U«-l^ for 



ERIC 



St.ito mill Itual Dpliniii: IIICH I'OUINI'lAl. 



• nr.. 2'j 

Horo "Socio I Ncfdn" 
In iri'R 



SUA (.iildcUnOH 
Umphnair.hir. "Socinl Nt?cd*i" 



Viy., 2t 
AAA ('i)iUel lucH 
Uniplwinii^litr, "Social NuuUs'* 




r.XCi.l.i.KtU' 



fUlUHHAI K 




Kxcr.Li.KN-r 



H.lUKI»A'rii 



I'onn 




■I 



roou 



SUA Croat tQ» of 
"Sot AhIiU»" Fumln for I'SAn 
to AUdrcsu Social NocU'i 

KXCKI.I.KMT 




Kin. 20 

SUA KequlrrmcMUn for Hesipnation 
of Cnmmniiity Fncai Potncn 
to A'JUn^ns Social NeodM 



-MODCHATt: 



I'UOK 




rip. 30 

AAA UojiipnatJon 
of Cor-munlty Foc.il Polntfl 
to AUdri'<ta Social Ni?u<Ih 

tXCr.l.LKNf 



•V^UCllAlU 



POOP 




TOOK 



ERIC 



PolitiiAl Vl.iliU Ity 



r;irK(- 1 111}; Kf fcc't i veiic^H 



AdcntiitNtrtit ivc P.nric 



84 



80 

20 

Cdrgeting to the economically needy. But the substantive emphasis in 
each option would be focused on social needs deer-ed to be of high 
priority in the respective state and local jurlsdlctionSf 

Similarly, three state and local options WORTH CONSIDERATION' 
arc presented in Figs, 31 through 33, paralleling the options presented 
earlier in Figs. 20, 22, and 23, But the options that were presented in 
Figs 21 and 24 for targeting to the economically needy are not paralleled 
here, because they have no relevance to targeting for social needs, 

l»hen federal options for targeting to social needs are considered, 
many of the parallels with econoinic need tend to break downi In contrast 
with our consideration of options for targeting to the economically 
needy, we regard none of the federal options as having HIGH POTESTIAL, 

As indicated in Figs. 34 and 33, two options are WORTH 
CONSIDERATION*, but Only in the context of an optimistic view of their 
political viability, Sitnilarly, there are two MARGINAL federal options 
for targeting to social needs. These are not only questionable U\ terms 
of political viability, but also United by administrative difficulties 
(see Figs. 36 and 37), 

Finally, as can te seen in Figs. 38 through 40, we assess three of 
the more logically obvious federal options for targeting to social needs 
as **0T U'OPTH CONSiDLRj-NTIC::. Two of the options — anunding the 
interstate funding formula, and requiring heavier expressions of social 
nuedr. in Intrastate Funding Forrrulas — are excellent targeting measures, 
in t ^luory ; hut we as Rcss t hen to be pol i t leal I y irr.prnct icab le . A third 
option, strenthenin>i the language calling for preference in the provision 
Gf services to elder persons with social needs, may be somewhat more 
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Target in& Sociil Kecds 
State and Local Options t WORTH C0K5IDERATI0S 
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Fig. 33 
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Tarc^etlng Social Keeds 
Federal Opclor.s: WORTH CONSIDERATION 



Tig. 36 
Mandate Programs and 
Specialized Services 
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Fig, 35 
Create "Set Aside" Funds 
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Targeting Social Needs 
Federal Options: MARGINAL 



Fig. 36 
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Targeting Social Needs 
Federal Options: NOT WOKTU COSSIDERATXON 



Fig. 38 
Strengthen Language for 
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Fig. 39 
Amend Fornula for 
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Allocation 
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Viable pollclcally. But at best, such a change in legislative language 

and regulatlonb Impleinent ing that language, would have only a minor 

targe. ing effect. 

Conducing, Obsorvtit ions 

Although we have applied the same analytical approach for 

considering both car^etln^ to economic and social needs, it has not 

« 

yieUed the same precise sets of specific options and overall strategies. 
The different nature of econornic needs and social needs generate somewhat 
different kinds of appropriate policy meaaures, as w^^ll as different 
political rcsponsesand administrative challenges. 

Finally, it should be noted chat efforts r.o targec to a variety of 
social policy goals within a single jurisdiction — national, state, or 
.ocal in scope — rr.ay cancel each cfher out. The options presented for 
targeting to the economically needy are cumuUtlve in their potential 
impact. That is, the more of them tliat are undertaken, the greater the 
likelihood that economically needy older per&ons will be Targeted through 
Title TIK The same is true of the options for t.:irgoting social needs. 
But targetlnjj ijfforts to acht^ve multiple social goals may not be 
cumulative. In some context^ for example, special n'.easures to target 
**toward" economically needy older persons may target "away" from socially 
needy older persons, or vice versa. Consequently, tl'o funda^-cntal issue 
of whicb target ar^onj^ many has p r i o r i c y .'^^jst ineviiably be confronted and 
resolved politically at any level of dec i s i on-nak ; ng where a targeting 
in;t;.itive is be ui^j cnntenplaied . 
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(^JliSTIONS \m PR, BINSTOCK \m\ S1;MT0R QlARLIlS 11. G1^\SSLEY 



1. Miist we here in tlic Congress accept as our goal for targeting 
whatever is the outcome of state and local targeting activities 
because it is not possible to define acceptable national goals 
for targeting? 

2. You discussed in your testincny the "political viability'* of 
various targeting strategies. Please define "political 
viability" for iiie. 

3. You point out. on page 8 of your written tostinwny that, if the 
inter-state fiuuling fomila were adjusted to reflect the 
incidence of economic need anmg old people across tlie several 
states, the resulting allocation of funds uould be out of 
haniK>ny with the interstate distribution of non-economic 
needs. Wiat indicators did you use in your targeting project 
for non -economic needs? 

4. lUcase define the "allocative" and "eligibility" approaches - 
the two Basic Approaches in your targeting scheim. 





87 



Bran(l(is riii\v!>)ilv 



till \i:ni,s 



n..mi. .-n.-Drr 
( .r.iifii.ih- N hixii 
W.ilth.iiii. \t.i««.ii hii*fii« 



I.I 



December 21, 1983 



The Honorable Charles Grass ley 
Chairman, Svibcommitteu on Aging 
U.S. Senate ConuniCtee on Labor 

and Hiunan Resources 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Graasley: 

This is in response to your letter of December 1, 1983, asking me 
some add i tonal questions in relation to my November 15, 1983 testimony 
before the Subcommittee on Aging on "Targeting Scarce Resources Under the 
Older Americans Act." 

My apologies for the date of this response. Your request arrived 
here while I was out of town for a substantial period of time. I hope 
that my response is sufficiently timely for inclusion in the record. 

Su pplemental question 1 

Certainly it is possible for Congress to define national goals for 
targeting. No goal that is defined, however, is likely to he acceptable 
to everyone. The very meaning of targeting is such that it brings about 
the allocation of resources to some persons and jurisdictions at the 
expense of others. If Congressional leadersliip is able to muster a 
majority to choose some targets over others, reflecting a decision about 
national goals, then those who do not find them acceptable will have to 
live with them. 

I would emphasize, however, that the definition ot national goals 
for targeting through changes in the interstate funding formula, require- 
ments for specific allocations in the intrastate funding formulas, and 
eligibility for persons who meet specific criteria, are far more likely 
to target than elaboration of the language defining "piefereuce in the 
provision of services to those with tlie greatest economic or social need." 
The latter language ensures nothing concerning actual allocation of 
resources or eligibility for participation in the program. 

Su pplemental question 2 

The discussion of ''political viability" in my testimony reflected 
the following definition. A strategy was judged to he of "low political 
viability" if It involved a proposition that would bo likely to engender 
a high degree of conflict within Congress, or among the other decision- 
making entitles at the relevant levels of decision-making and implementation. 
A strategy was regarded as being "pollticallv viable" if it was likely to be 
relatively uncont rovers la 1 and unlikely to engender a great deal of political 
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Senator Cras^luy — DtJceoiber 21, 1983 



Pane 2 



Supp len icnt a L (quest ion 3 

The indicators uf noii-cconomic nt?ed that wu uaed were the Inter- 
state distribution of the foUowing: persons 75 yearb of apu and older 
<aa a proxy for vulnerability to lon^j tonn disabling; conditions); Medicare 
oxpcnditurus (aa a proxy for hen 1th status); "minority" status; sex; and 
combl nat iouis of all of thuse. 

S upplementa l qLioj^ti un \ 

The "ciif;iblllty appoacli" in our baylc tar^jetlnj; framework Is 
oofined as: "To tari^et by determining? which persons or which Jurisdi ct ions 
arc eligible to bunefit from and participate in the proi;ram9 authorised 
and funded by the Older Americans Act." The "allocative approach" iy 
defined an: "To target by alloca ting finite resources anong governmental 
jurisdictions, administrative' afcjencietj, programs and services, and clients. 

* n * ' * * * * 

1 hope thai the^e answers are sufficiently responsive to your 
questions. 



Sincerely, 




'Robert H. liinstock 
Director, 

Stulbcrg Professor of 



Law and Politics 
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Senator Grassley. You have already anticipated a lot of ques- 
tions I was going to ask you, so our questions will not take too long. 

Do I understand you to recommend no changes at present in the 
act with regard to targeting? 

Dr BiNSTOCK. Not precisely, Senator. No drastic changes such as 
amending the formula for title III funds distribution to the States; 
no means test; no requirement of what all states should do with 
their intrastate funding formulas. But you may wish to consider as 
options, if you review them, creating some set-asides with minor 
amounts of funds, mandating certain types of services in localities 
that have certain characteristics. We have this precedent right 
now, for example, with the requirement that rural areas receive 
105 percent funding of their fiscal year 1978 base. The act is rid- 
died with precedents for minor changes, through any of these 30 
combinations. And I have la<d out in principle some things you 
may wish to consider, and tried to distinguish them from those I do 
not think you ought to consider. 

Senator Grassley. Do you think the language of the act which 
requires preferred treatment for certain groups should be different 
in the act than it is now— say, for instance, in title I or in the in- 
troductory sections of titles II, III, and IV— so that it would be un- 
ambiguous in its coverage of all programs under the act? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. I favor it in a mild way. Frankly, I do not think it 
makes a great deal of difference one way or another. If it will make 
some people happier, and it is worth your effort tx) struggle over it, 
OK, but I think it will not have any influence on how resources are 
allocated or who is eligible at the point of delivery. 

Senator Grassley. I do not know whether we are able to meas- 
ure whether it is worth our efforts to struggle over it. 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. It might keep some people happy for 3 or 4 years if 
the language reads a different way. 

Senator Grassley. We ought to try to pass an effective piece of 
language as opposed to just trying to make people happy. 

You point out in your presentation that a fairly large number of 
targeting goals are possible. In your opinion, is there any targeting 
goal or group of older persons which should take precedence over 
most others? I presume that that is a political question we have to 
consider. 

Dr. B1N.STOCK. It is, but I will be happy to give you my own per- 
sonal view on that. I tend to prefer targeting to those who are in 
the greatest economic need, because my some 20 years of experi- 
ence in this field at the national. State, and local levels suggests 
that economic need is almost inextricably intertwined with social 
need, and if you target economic need, you are going to do a pretty 
good job of hitting a high percentage of the social needs. 

Senator Grassley. With the exception of the nutrition program 
and title V, there does not appear to be an age of eligibility speci- 
fied for any of the Older Americans Act programs, even though the 
term, "60 years or older," appears numerous places in the act, nor 
are the terms "older individuals" or "older persons" defined. 

Do we need to express a clear age preference for other services in 
the act, and if you would say "Yes" to that, what should it be? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. Then, I think I ought to say, "No." [Laughter.] 
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Dr. BiNSTOCK. I think the network of agencies and AOA have 
handled this pretty effectively up to now by interpreting implicitly 
age 60 as more or less the eligibility lines, because that is the basis 
on which the funds are allocated. 

You might well consider moving it to an older age such as 70 or 
75, gradually, because it is really in the mid-70's that a lot of the 
critical problems hit the older population. But that will mean cut- 
ting off people who are in the pipeline at some point, unless it is 
phased in very, very gradually. I think it would upset a great many 
people out there to all of a sudden find themselves ineligible for 10 
or 15 years for the Older Americans Act after they have been par- 
ticipating in the programs. 

Senator Grassley. How do you feel about the Federal Council's 
position to the effect that only local areas can determine who is 
most needy in those areas? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. Well, I generally tend to be a believer in local de- 
termination, particularly with respect to service needs, because 
that is how most effective services have developed in this country. 
However, anything that has the word, **only," in it makes me a 
little suspicious and a little wary. I would suspect that some role 
ought to be preserved for States and the Federal Government in 
that kind of determination as well as localities. 

Senator Grassley. You may have touched on this just a little bit, 
but if you did, I will ask you to repeat your position. Do you think 
the definition of ''greatest social need'* and "greatest economic 
need** presently in the Older Americans Act and the regulations is 
appropriate? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. It is appropriate in the sense that it seems to be 
what 535 Members of this distinguished Congress could come up 
with to resolve haggling over the language. 

My own preference would be to say "preference to those in the 
greatest economic need/* and perhaps tie in by saying "with atten- 
tion to social needs that may be associated or that people may be 
highly suspectible to.*' 

But again, my feeling is that to change that language per se is 
not worth the effort of you, Senator, and your colleagues, because 
it will not change dollars or eligibility. That is where the "bottom 
line'* is going to be in your reauthorization. 

Senator Grassley. What would you think of putting any lan- 
guage in the act— in the statute, as opposed to the regulations— 
that would define those terms? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. I think it would be tricky. As you know, historical- 
ly, we had "low-income and minority*' as the preference phrase, for 
some years. Clearly, there was a movement to broaden that. Per- 
haps, cyclically, it might be the time to go back to "low-income and 
minority.** But I would suspect that many constituents would be 
upset about that, and I suspect many Representatives and Senators 
would have difficulty with it. 

If I had my druthers, if I were a one-man legislature. I uould 
define "economic need** and I would do it in specific terms, and I 
would define '*risk of vulnerability to long-term disabling condi- 
tions and institutionalization." ana I would set priorities on those 
two matters over such social needs as recreation centers and social- 
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ization programs and so on. But I am, with ah due respect, not a 
one-person legislature. 

Senator Grassley. Before I go on, let me consult, (Conferring 
with staff,) 

My last question deals with the distinction, as I presented to the 
previous witness, that can be made between the general advocacy 
functions and the nutrition and social service programs. Should the 
targeting requirements be applied only to the nutrition and service 
programs and the general advocacy functions carried out for all 
elderly? 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. I think. Senator, that the general advocacy func- 
tions should be carried out on a State-by-State and locality-by-local- 
ity determination as to whether they should be targeted or wheth- 
er they should be more generic for all older persons. I think in cer- 
tain areas where Hispanics live in great poverty, it would be crimi- 
nal if advocacy efforts were not devoted toward them. I think in 
areas where people are isolated from services because of lack of 
transportation or the fact that they are in a rural area, I think it 
would be criminal if there were not advocacy for them, I think in 
those places where there are blacks suffering from severe depriva- 
tion, it would be criminal if there were not advocacy for them. 

Now, in some particular localities there are few if any such 
people with severe deprivation to be advocated for, even though 
they are old, and in those cases, I expect the advocacy function 
would be better carried out in a more general sense for all older 
people. 

Senator Grassley. Well, I want to thank you, and particularly, I 
want to recognize the work you have done and the extent to which 
you have done work for the Federal program through particular 
grants, the extent to which I want to recognize that that research 
is very basic to our reauthorization, and to that standpoint, your 
good use of the public funds for our reauthorization and to see in 
the skin, in a sense, the person who has put those functions and 
the expenditure of that money to good use. 

Thank you very much. 

Dr. BiNSTOCK. I thank you. Senator. I am glad to be able to help 
you see an extra portion of skin here on top of my head. (Laugh- 
ter.) 

I would only say that even as you are glad to see the public 
funds put ^0 good use for the reauthorization, I hope that the reau- 
thorization puts the public funds to good use so that we can contin- 
ue our work through our Policy Center at Brandeis University. 

Thank you. 

Senator Grasslkv. I would like to next introduce Adelaide 
Attard, our next witness. She is chairman of the Federal Council 
on Aging. She has also been an AAA director for a number of years 
and thus hf^s considerable first-hand experience with targeting at 
the local level. 

The Federal Council was established by section 204 of the Older 
Americans Act and is charged by the act with a variety of impor- 
tant responsibilities, not the least of 'vhich is to review and evalu- 
ate Federal policies and programs regarding the aging and to make 
recommendations on that improvement. As part of that responsibil- 
ity, the Council has evaluated targeting policy under the act, and 

So 
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hence, we have invited them here to testify. The Council has also 
made several major recommendations for change in the adminis- 
tration of targeting, and I am glad that you will be able to tell us 
more about the Federal Council's proposals, 

I note that you have your staff director, Ed Marcus, with you, 

Ms, Attard, That is correct. 

Senator Grassley. For the record, I would like to recognize you, 
and invite you tc contribute whatever your boss decides you ought 
to contribute, 

Mr, Marcus, Thank you. Senator. 

Senator Grassley, Would you proceed, please? 

STATEMENT OF ADELAIDE ATTARD, CHAIRPERSON. FEDERAL 
COUNCIL ON THE AGING. ACCOMPANIED BY ED MARCUS. 
STAFF DIRECTOR 

Ms. Attard. Thank you, Senator Grassley, for the opportunity to 
appear before this subcommittee this morning, I am Adelaide 
Attard, as you said, chairperson of the Federal Council on the 
Aging. I am going to make some brief remarks. The full statement 
will be submitted, but in the interest of time, I have shortened my 
oral presentation. 

The hearing, as you have said, has been called around the issue 
of targeting, as we look to the 1984 reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act. 

It is, perhaps, important to briefly look back at the legislative 
history of targeting under the Older Americans Act programs. 

The 1978 amendments mandated a definition of "targeting" with 
the addition of language giving preference to those with greatest 
economic or social needs, and a mechanism for distributing title III 
funds from the State to the individual planning and services areas, 
commonly referred to as the intrastate funding formula. In addi- 
tion. Congress also mandated in the 1978 amendments that the 
Federal Council on the Aging undertake a series of studies of issues 
and procedures concerning programs identified in the various titles 
of the act, 

A study team composed of Federal Council staff and analysts 
from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Eval- 
uation of the Department of Health and Human Services was es- 
tablished to undertake the studies. The study team developed a list 
of analyses focusing on a wide variety of subjects, one of which was 
policies and program strategies for reaching those in greatest need. 

As part of these activities, the Federal Council on the Aging 
asked Dr, Neal Cutler of the Andrus Gerontology Center of the 
University of Southern California to design a brief study focusing 
on the "greatest economic or social need targeting mandate. The 
study was completed in February 1981. 

The final report, entitled "Approaches and Obstacles to the Defi- 
nition of 'greatest economic or social need* examined 18 State 
plans, looking at the service, the administration, the definition of 
need, and the intrastate funding formula presented in the plans. 
This study contained six recommendations concerning policy and 
numerous technical recommendations. 

9/ 
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The first five recommendations were the basis of the recent de- 
liberations of the council as we developed our approach to the 1984 
Older Americans Act reauthorization. The sixth recommendation 
regarding additional analysis has been implemented already by the 
Administration on Aging, Two major studies were undertaken. One 
was a study to be done by the Bureau of Social Science Research, 
and the other was by Bob Binstock of Brandeis University. 

The final study by the Council, including the six recommenda- 
tions on targeting, was transmitted to Congress for use in the 1981 
reauthorization of the Older Americans Act. However, the 1981 re- 
authorization made only— as you know— very minor changes and 
primarily extended the Older Americans Act programs for 3 more 
years. 

In 1982, the Federal Council on the Aging established a commit- 
tee on the 1984 reauthorization of the Older Americans Act. The 
committee has been working for some time now in anticipation of 
the 1984 reauthorization. Based on the work done for the Council 
by Dr. Cutler and others, the targeting of services under title III of 
the Older Americans Act was among the topics the committee ex- 
amined. The Council has adopted draft recommendations regarding 
the upcoming reauthorization, which will be presented at a public 
forum at the Gerontological Society of America's annual meeting 
on the 21st of this mo ^vh. We plan to listen to testimony there and 
then to transmit our final recommendations to the administration 
and to Congress by the end of this calendar year. 

As you know, there has been a fundamental change from the 
past with respect to the role of the Federal Government. In the 
past, the trend has been for the Federal Government to have the 
responsibility for identifying the needs of the public, then to plan, 
fund, and monitor the programs designed to address those needs. 

Based upon the principle that the well-being of the public is the 
responsibility of the individual, the family, and the community in 
which they live. New Federalism ideology seeks to expand the re- 
sponsibility of State and local government for the planning and im- 
plementation of social services, while reducing the Federal role. In 
addition, there is strong support for the concept that when social 
services are needed, they are best defined and administered 
through public and private institutions at the level clouest to the 
problem— specifically, the State and local governments, area agen- 
cies, and the local community-based and private voluntary organi- 
zations. 

As you mentioned, I am the commissioner of the Nassau County 
Department of Senior Citizen Affairs, which is an area agencv on 
aging, and we have found even on the county level that giving local 
towns, cities, and villages the ability to develop their own programs 
in response to their community needs has resulted in a much more 
creative, innovative, as well as responsive service appro? jh net- 
work. 

At a recent public hearing on our 4-year area plan, in accordance 
with the Older Americans Act, the director of senior services on a 
village level commented: ''We appreciate the opportunity given us 
by the Department of Senior Citizen Affairs to establish our own 
criteria and design our own programs, because we are closest to the 



O 3l-:U4 0-M 7 

ERIC 



94 

people and can respond to their needs in a more direct and mean- 
ingful way," 

We on the Council feel that there should be an increased empha- 
sis on directing available resources to those with clearly demon- 
strated needs and on placing the responsibility for defming that 
need as close to the individuals being served as possible. 

In the year 1789, a philosopher-legislator by the name of Jeremy 
Benthan observed: '*It is in vain to talk of the interest of the com- 
munity without understanding what is the interest of the individ- 
ual/* We believe that local jurisdictions are in the best position to 
understand the interest of the individual. 

Service programs based on broad categories of attributed need 
such as age alone are no longer fiscally feasible or adequately re- 
sponsive to the needs of older persons. Underlying the diversity of 
older persons and their circumstances, certain factors have been 
identified as indicating possible vulnerability— income, race, educa- 
tion, health, and sex. Other factors, such as living alone or the gen- 
eral^ mortality rate in the geographic area, may also reflect vulner- 
ability. The wide diversity among older persons and the great 
range in their needs calls for an approach to a service provision 
that allows for maximum flexibility and responsiveness to individ- 
ual circumstances. 

The Council feels it is virtually impossible for Federal legislation 
and regulation to be sufficiently specific to efficiently target re- 
sources and concurrently be adequately responsive to the needs of 
individuals in various communities. However, national priorities 
can and should be set to which local jurisdictions must be respon- 
sive within the context of their community needs and resources. It 
then becomes the responsibility for local forces to ascertain and 
insure appropriateness of actual service delivery. The 1978 amend- 
ments to the Older Americans Act began identifying these national 
priorities by giving preference in the provision of services under 
title III to those with the greatest economic or social need. In the 
1978 amendments, each State plan was to include proposed meth- 
ods of carrying out the preference for those most in need. This pref- 
erence was to be expressed in an intrastate funding formula for the 
distribution of funding to the planning and service areas. Specifics 
of conceptual and arithmetic structure were left to the discretion of 
the individual States, resulting in a diverse array of formulas. This 
remainf^d virtually unchanged in the 1981 amendments. 

Community input into the defining of need is difficult since there 
is a lack of a clear process for review and comment on the intra- 
state funding formulas in the respective States, A national study of 
intrastate funding formulas recently completed by the Bureau of 
Social Science Research concluded that State discretion and flexi- 
bility, characteristics of these formulas, can be maintained, but 
that community participation can be significantly improved 
through the mandating of full disclosure on the development proc- 
ess of the intrastate funding formulas—a finding, of course, that 
was consistent with the earlier work by the Council that I have al- 
ready mentioned. 

The Council feels that a disclosure component added to the intra- 
state funding formula development process would strengthen the 
capacity of those who represent aging concerns to have impact on 
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the defining of need in their State in a concrete way— by affecting 
the distribution of funds to address needs. This disclosure should 
include: One, the assumptions underlying the formula; two, the 
actual formula proposed; three, the data bases used; and four, a nu- 
merical demonstration of the outcomes of the proposed formula. 
Such a disclosure would provide information to interested parties 
on how the States' particular definition of need would affect fund- 
ing to their communities. 

The Council has draft recommendations regarding other issues in 
the Older Americans Act. However, I will refer here specifically 
only to those concerning targeting. The Council's draft recommen- 
dations with respect to targeting are: One, the inclusion of a disclo- 
sure component, including local reviews as a part of the intrastate 
funding formula requirement, and two, in the defining of greatest 
economic or .social need, emphasis should be placed on service to 
low income, minority, female, rural, living alone, and/or disabled 
older persons within the parameters of local circumstances. 

In the Council's final recommendations, we will include the spe- 
cific language changes in the act. This will be transmitted to the 
President, the Secretary of Health and Human Services, the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Human Development Services, and, of course, the 
Commission on Aging, and to Congress. 

The language changes will include those related to targeting as 
well as other recommendations that the Council has on the Older 
Americans Act. 

Senator Grassley, this concludes my oral presentation. The Coun- 
cil welcomes this opportunity to share its views on targeting with 
the subcommittee, and I will be happy to respond to any questions 
you might have. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Attard follows:] 
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SENATOR 6RASSLEY, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE 
THIS SUBCOMMITTEE THIS' MORNING, I AM ADELAIDE ATTARD# 
CHAIRPERSON OF THE FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING. 

AUTHORIZED DY THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT,, THE FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE 
AGING HAS BEEN *IN EXISTENCE FOR 10 YEARS, THIS IS MEMBER BODY IS 
APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT, WITH THE ADVICE AND CONSENT OF THE 
SENATE AND ACTS AS AN ADVISORY BODY TO THE PRESIDENT, THE 
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, THE COMMISSIONER ON AGING* AND 
CONGRESS REGARDING THE SPECIAL CONCERNS OF THE OLDER POPULATIOti, 
THE COUNCIL HAS WIDE LATITUDE INCLUDING THE EVALUATION OF FEDERAL 
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS, COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF 
INFORMATION, AND HOLDING HEARINGS OR PUBLIC MEETINGS AND^ SEMINARS 
REGARDING THE NEEDS AND PROBLEMS OF THE ELDER POPULATION. 
COUNCIL MEMBERS REPRESENT RURAL AND URBAN ELDERLY, NATIONAL AGING 
ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESS, LABOR, AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC. 
STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS STIPULATE THAT AT LEAST 5 OF OUR MEMBERS 
BE OVER G5 YEARS OF AGE; CURRENTLY 6 OF OUR MEMBERS MEET THAT 
REQUIREMENT. 

THIS HEARING HAS BEEN CALLED AROUND THE ISSUE OF TARGETING AS WE 
LOOK TO THE 158^ REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OLDER AMERICAN ACT. IT 
IS, PERHAPS, IMPORTANT TO BRIEFLY LOOK BACK AT THE LEGISLATIVE 
HISTORY OF TARGETING UNDER THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT PROGRAMS. 

THE 197S AMENDMENTS MANDATED A DEFINITION OF TARGETING WITH THE 
ADDITION OF LANGUAGE GIVING PREFERENCE TO THOSE "WITH GREATEST 
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ATTARD TESTIMONY 
PAGE 2 

ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEEDS," AND A MECHANISM FOR DISTRIBUTING TITLE 
111 FUNDS FROM THE STATE TO THE INDIVIDUAL PLANNING AND SERVICES 
ARfAS* C0/1M0NLY REFERRED TO AS THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA. 
IN ADDITION, CONGRESS ALSO MANDATED IN THE 1978 AMENDMENTS THAT 
THE FEDtRAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING UNDERTAKE A SERIES OF STUDIES OF 
ISSUES AND PROCEDURES CONCERNING PROGRAMS IDENTIFIED IN THE 
VARIOUS TITLES OF THE ACT, A STUDY TEAM COMPOSED OF FEDERAL 
COUNCIL STAFF AND ANALYSTS FROM THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION OF THE DEPARTMEtJT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES WAS ESTABLISHED TO UNDERTAKE THE STUDIES. THE 
STUDY TEAfJ DEVELOPED A LIST OF ANALYSES FOCUSING ON A WIDE 
VARIETY OF SUBJECTS, ONE OF WHICH WAS "POLICIES AND PROGRAM 
STRATEGIES FOR REACHING THOSE IN GREATEST NEED." 

AS PART OF THESE ACTIVITIES, THE FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING. 
ASKED DR. NEAL CUTLER OF THE ANDRUS GERONTOLOGY CENTER OF THE 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA TO DESIGN A BRIEF STUDY 
FOCUSING ON THE "GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED" TARGETING 
MANDATE. THE STUDY WAS COMPLETED IN FEBRUARY 19S1 . 

THE FINAL REPORT ENTITLED "APPROACHES AND OBSTACLES TO THE 
DEFINITION OF 'GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED,'" EXAMINED 18 
STATE PLANS, LOOKING AT THE SERVICE, ADMINISTRATION, DEFINITION 
OF HEED AND THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA PRESENTED IN THE PLANS. 
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THIS STUDY COtUAINflj SIX RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING POLICY AND 
NUtiEROUS TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS. THE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
WERE: 

(1) THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING SHOULD DEVELOP AND RCQUlRE A 
DETAILED REPORTING FORMAT FOR THE INTRASTATE. FUNDING FORMULA, TO 
BE INCLUDED IN EACH STATE PLAN. 

(2) THE ADMltilSTRATlCN ON AGING SHOULD REQUIRE EACH STATE PLAN TO 
INCLUDE AN EXPLICIT AND DETAILED STATEMENT OF THE CONCEPTUAL AND 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS BY WHICH THE MANDATED TARGET CF GREATEST' 
ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED IS TRANSLATED INTO THE INTRASTATE FUNDING 
FORMULA. 

(3) THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING SHOULD REQUIRE STATES TO OPENLY 
AND EXPLICITLY REPORT THEIR SEVERAL ASSUMPTIONS AND REASONS FOU 
MAKING DECISIONS CONCERNING THE ELEMENTS OF THE OPERATIONAL 
CbFlNlTlON OF THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA. 

(>() THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING SHOULD REQUIRE EACH STATE PLAN TO 
INCLUDE THE "RAW" PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA POPULATION DATA TO BE 
USED BY THE ItlTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA, THE WEIGHTED POPULATION 
DATA COMPUTED FOR EACH PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA. AND THE 
RESULTANT DOLLAR ALLOCATION FOR EACH PLANNING AND SERV'ICE AREA BY 
THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA. 
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<s) the administration on aging should strengthen the requirement 
f0(^ public hearings focusing on the intrastate funding formula, 
ana should require more detailed reporting on the content cf 
Those hearings in the final state plan document. 

(g) given the significant and substantial financial resources 
allocated through the intrastate funding formula, the 
administration on aging should allocate research and evaluation 
funds for the analysis of the conceptual and operational 
definitions of greatest economic or social need. ' 

the first five recommendations were the basis of recent 
deliberations of the council as we developed our approach to the 
lozh older americans act reauthorization. 

the sixth recommendation, regarding additional analysis, has been 
impleriented by the administration on aging. two major studies 
vjere undertaken. one study was done by the bureau of social 
science research and the other by robert b-instock of brandeis 
university. 
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THE FItML STUDY BY THE COUNCIL/ INCLUDING THE SIX RECOMMENDATIONS 
ON TARGETING/ WAS TRANSMITTED TO CONGRESS FOR USE IN THE 19S1 
REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT. HOWEVER. THE 1981 
REAUTHORIZATION MADE ONLY MINOR CHANGES AND PRIMARILY EXTENDED 
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT PROGRAMS FOR THREE MORE YEARS. 

IN 1082* THE FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING ESTABLISHED A COMMITTEE 
ON THE 108l| REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT. THIS 
COMMITTEE HAS BEEN WORKING FOR SOME TIME NOW IN ANTICIPATION OF 
THE 138^ REAUTHORIZATION. BASED ON THE WORK DONE FOR THE COUNCIL 
BY on. CUTLER AND OTHERS # THE TARGETING OF SERVICES UNDER TITLE 
III OF THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT WAS AMONG THE TOPICS THE COMMITTEE 
EXAMINED. THE COUNCIL HAS ADOPTED DRAFT RECOMMENDATI.ONS 
REGARDING THE UPCOMING REAUTHORIZATION WHICH WILL BE PRESENTED AT 
A PUBLIC FORUM AT THE GERONTOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICANS ANNUAL 
MEETING ON THE 21ST OF THIS MONTH. WE PLAN TO TRANSMIT OUR FINAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ADMINISTRATION AND TO CONGRESS BY THE END 
OF THIS CALENDAR YEAR. 

AS YOU KNOW, THERE HAS BEEN A FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE FROM THE PAST 
WITH RESPECT TO THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. IN THE PAST, 
THE TREND HAS BEEN FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO HAVE • THE 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR IDENTIFYING THE NEEDS OF THE PUBLIC, THEN TO 
PLAN, FUND, AND MONITOR THE PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO ADDRESS TfiOSE 
NEEDS » 
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ATTARD TESTIMONY 
PACE 6 

BASED UPON THE PRINCIPLE THAT THE WELL-BEING .OF THE PUBLIC IS THE 
RESPOUSIDILITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL r THE FAMILY r AND THE COMMUNITY 
IN 'WHICH THEY LIVE. NEW FEDERALISM IDEOLOGY SEEKS TO EXPAND THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT FOR THE PLANNING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SOCIAL SERVICES* WHILE REDUCING THE FEDERAL 
ROLE. IN ADDITION, THERE IS STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE CONCEPT THAT 
V/HEN SOCIAL SERVICES ARE NEEDED, THEY ARE BEST DEFINED AND 
ADMINISTERED THROUGH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS AT THE LEVEL 
CLOSEST TC THE PROBLEM — SPECIFICALLY. THE STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS. AREA AGENCIES, AND THE LOCAL COMMUNITY-BASED AND 
PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS. 

WE CN THE COUNCIL FEEL THAT THERE SHOULD BE AN INCREASED EMPHASIS 
ON DIRECTING AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO THOSE WITH ' CLEARLY 
DEMONSTRATED NEED AND ON PLACING THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEFINING 
THAT NEED AS CLOSE TO THE INDIVIDUALS BEING SERVED AS POSSIBLE. 
SERVICE PROGRAMS BASED ON BROAD CATEGORIES OF ATTRIBUTED NEED, 
SUCH AS AGE ALONE, ARE NO LONGER FISCALLY FEASIBLE OR ADEQUATELY 
RESPONSIVE TO THE NEEDS OF OLDER PERSONS. 

MOST OLDER PERSONS ARE HEALTHY, ACTIVE, AND INVOLVED WITH THEIR 
FAMILIES AND COMMUNITY. FOR THESE INDIVIDUALS WITH WIDELY VARIED 
INTERESTS AND CONCERNS, OPPORTUNITIES ARE NEEDED TO ALLOW AND 
ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION IN THE MAINSTREAM OF COMMUNITY LIFE. 
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ATTARD TESTIMONY 
PAGE 7 

PRESUMING THAT THESE INDIVIDUALS ARE NO LONGER CAPABLE OP 
FUHCTIONING IN SOCIETY WHEN THEY REACH AGE 60 OR G5 DENIES THEIR 
HUMANITY AND DENIES SOCIETY AN IMMEASURABLE POOL OF CAPABILITIES 
AND HUMAN RESOURCES. 

THE COUNCIL WAS VERY CAREFUL TO EMPHASIZE THE POINT THAT V/HILE 
THE MAJORITY OF OLDER PERSONS FUNCTION ADEQUATELY ON A DAY-TO-DAY 
BASIS. THERE ARE INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE BECOME FRAIL AND, 
THEREFORE, VULNERABLE AND NEED SPECIAL ATTENTION. THE VARIOUS 
ELEMENTS WHICH CONTRIBUTE TO THIS VULNERABILITY DIFFER WIDELY 
FROM INDIVIDUAL TO INDIVIDUAL AND FROM ONE GEOGRAPHIC AREA TO 
ANOTHER. 

UNDERLYirJG THE DIVERSITY OF OLDER PERSONS AND THEIR 
CIRCUMSTANCES, CERTAIN FACTORS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS INDICATING 
POSSIBLE VULNERABILITY— INCOME, RACE, EDUCATION, HEALTH, AND 
SEX. OTHER FACTORS, SUCH AS LIVING ALONE OR THE GENERAL 
MORTALITY RATE IN THE GEOGRAPHIC AREA, MAY ALSO REFLECT 
VULNERABILITY. THE WIDE DIVERSITY AMONG OLDER PERSONS AND THE 
GREAT RANGE IN THEIR NEEDS CALLS FOR AN APPROACH TO SERVICE 
PROVISION THAT ALLOWS FOR MAXIMUM FLEXIBILITY AND PROVIDES 
RESPONSIVENESS TO INDIVIDUAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 

THE COUNCIL FEELS IT IS VIRTUALLY IMPOSSIBLE FOR FEDERAL 
.EGISLATION AND REGULATION TO BE SUFFICIENTLY- SPECIFIC TO 

EFFICIENTLY TARGET RESOURCES AND, CONCURRENTLY, BE ADEQUATELY 

■ 
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PAGE 8 

RESPONSIVE TO THE NEEDS OF INDIVIDUALS IN VARIOUS COMMUNITIES, 
HOWEVER. NATIONAL PRIORITIES CAN AND SHOULD BE SET TO WHICH LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS MUST BE RESPONSIVE WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THEIR 
COMMUNITY NEEDS AND RESOURCES, IT THEN BECOMES A RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR LOCAL FORCES TO ASCERTAIN AND ENSURE APPROPRIATENESS OF 
ACTUAL SERVICE DELIVERY. THE 1978 AMENDMENTS TO THE OLDER 
AMERICANS ACT BEGAN IDENTIFYING THESE NATIONAL PRIORITIES BY 
GIVING PREFERENCE IN THE PROVISION OF SERVICES UNDER TITLE III TO 
THOSE "WITH THE GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED." 

IN THE 1978 AMENDMENTS, EACH STATE PLAN WAS TO "INCLUDE. PROPOSED 
METHODS OF CARRYING OUT THE. PREF'-RENCE" FOR THOSE MOST IN NEED. 
THIS PREFERENCE HAS TO BE EXPFiFSSED IN AN INTRASTATE FUNDING 
FORMULA FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDING TO THE PLANNING AND 
SERVICE AREAS. SPECIFICS OF CONCEPTUAL AND ARITHMETIC STRUCTURE 
WERE LEFT TO THE DISCRETION OF THE INDIVIDUAL STATES, RESULTING 
IN A DIVERSE ARRAY OF FORMULAS. THIS REMAINED VIRTUALLY . 
UNCHANGED IN THE 1981 AMENDMENTS. 

COMMUNITY INPUT INTO THE DEFINING OF NEED IS DIFFICULT SINCE 
THERE IS A LACK OF A CLEAR PROCESS FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE 
INTRASTATE FINDING FORMULAS IN THE RESPECTIVE STATES. A NATIONAL 
STUDY OF INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULAS, RECENTLY COMPLETED BY THE 
BUREAU OF SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH, CONCLUDED THAT STATE 
DISCRETION AND FLEXIBILITY CHARACTERISTICS OF THESE FORMULAS CAN 
BE MAINTAINED,. BUT THAT COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION CAN BE 

SIGNIFICANTLY IMPROVED THROUGH THE MANDATING OF FULL DISCLOSURE 
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ON THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OF THE ItJTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULAS. A 
FltiDlNG CONSISTENT WITH THE EARLIER WORK BY THE COUNCIL THAT I 
HKti ALREADY MENTIONED. 

THE COUNCIL FEELS THAT A DISCLOSURE COMPONENT ADDED TO THE 
INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS WOULD STRENGTHEN 
THE CAPACITY OF THOSE WHO REPRESENT AGING COIlCERtIS TO HAVE IMPACT 
ON THE DEFINING OF NEED IN THEIR STATE IN A CONCRETE WAY — BY 
AFFECTING THE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS TO ADDRESS NEEDS. .THIS 
DISCLOSURE SHOULD INCLUDE: (1) THE ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE. 
FORMULA; (2) THE ACTUAL FORMULA PROPOSED; (3) THE DATA BASES 
USED; AND (4) A NUMERICAL DEMONSTRATION OF THE OUTCOMES OF -THE 
PROPOSED FORMULA. SUCH A DISCLOSURE WOULD PROVIDE INFORMATION tO 
INTERESTED PARTIES ON HOW THE STATES PARTICULAR DEFINITION OF 
NEED WOULD AFFECT FUNDING TO THEIR COMMUNITY. 

THE COUNCIL HAS DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING OTHER ISSUES IN 
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT; HOWEVER, I WILL REFER ONLY TO THOSE 
CCNCERMfiG TARGETING. THE COUNCIL'S DRAFT RECOMMe'nDATIONS WITH • 
RESPECT TO TARGETING ARE: 

C THE INCLUSION OF A DISCLOSURE COMPONENT INCLUDING LOCAL 
REVIEWS AS A PART OF THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA REQUIREMENT; 
AND, 



110 



106 



ATTARD TESTIMONY 
PAGE 10 

0 IN THE DEFINING OF GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED. 
EMPHASIS SHOULD BE PLACED ON SERVICE TO LOW INCOME^ MINORITY. 
FEMALE. RURAL. LIVING ALONE. AND/OR DISABLED OLDER PERSONS WITHIN 
THE PARAMlTERS OF LOCAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 

IN THE council's FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS 1<E WILL INCLUDE THE 
SPECIFIC LANGUAGE CHANGES IN THE ACT, THIS WILL BE TRANSMITTED 
TO THE PRESIDENT. THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES. THE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES. THE U.S. 
COMMISSIONER ON AGINC AND TO CONGRESS. INCLUDING* OF COURSE. THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE. THE LANGUAGE CHANGES WILL INCLUDE THOSE RELATED TO 
TARGETING AS WELL AS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS THAT THE COUNCIL HAS 
ON THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT. - 

MR. CHAIRMAN, THIS CONCLUDES MY PREPARED REMARKS. THE FEDERAL 
COUNCIL ON THE AGING WELCOMES THIS OPPORTUNITY TO SHARE ITS VIEWS 
ON TARGETING WITH THIS SUBCOMMITTEE. I WILL BE HAPPY TO RESPOND 
TO ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE. 
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Senator Grassley. Thank you very much. I do have a few ques 
tions. I appreciate your being here and also appreciate the respon 
sibilities and also the experience you have on the local levels be 
cause I think it is at that point that success is going to be tested 
and that is what we want to do is deal with the people at the loca. 
level as best we can. 

Are we here in the Congress in a position of having to accept as 
our goal for targeting whatever is the outcome of State and local 
targeting activities because it is not possible to defme acceptable 
national goals for targeting? 

Ms. Attard. I think that Congress would best be served by listen- 
ing to the local community— the State and local area. We are not 
saying specifically just the area agency level. We are saying abso- 
lutely that the State level needs to be included in determining the 
focus of the services in that State. 

Senator Grassley. But I think the strong point in your testimony 
was that it would be very difficult and probably not very successful 
if we tried to be too strict here at the Federal level in our defini- 
tion. 

Ms. Attard. Yes. I think if you become very strict in the defini- 
tion on the Federal level, it ends up with taking from one group to 
give to another. 

Senator Grassley. Now, I know on this next point you could 
write a book on this subject because of your experience, so I would 
ask you to explain as briefly as you can how an AAA targets its 
resources to the most needy. 

Ms. Attard. Well, you do it in a variety of ways. First of all, by 
collecting the appropriate data that does tell you where the pockets 
of poverty are, the pockets of minority are, and target your re- 
sources to that. I think a very good example of how that does occur 
on the local level was how we handled the title VII money. When 
that came down— and it came down in pretty much of a rush to get 
it spent and get service established— and what we did in our area, 
and I know this happened in many other areas in the country, is 
we went to our data and established where the isolated elderly 
were, where the minority population lived, and where those in the 
low-income levels were, and that was where we established our nu- 
trition sites. So that we were bringing those services to those com- 
munities that we felt needed it most, and did our specific outreach 
to that population. 

Senator Grassley. Do you run into a lot of local pressures— I 
mean, not only you as an individual, but AAA's generally — with re- 
spect to targeting, and if you do, how do you deal with it? 

Ms. Attard. Well, you have a variety of pressures, not just on 
targeting, but you have a variety of community organizations who 
are presenting their special interests, and there is a certain 
amount of responsiveness to that in terms of the priorities that you 
have established for your overall programs. I do not know how else 
to put it, excei>t that there is a responsiveness to the need in the 
community. You measure the percentage of individuals who are 
below the poverty level, and you measure the amount of money ex- 
pended, and make certain that a certain amount of money is being 
expended to your targeted groups. 
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Senator Grassley. Admitting on my part that the term "pres- 
sure" is very nebulous but maybe we have a common understand- 
ing of it, would you say that in regard to almost every decision like 
that that there are some sort of pressures that must be considered, 
or it is in a minority of the cases. 

Ms, Attard. There is almost always pressure in every decision 
that you are going to be making, and if you have a community in 
which there is the dialog that needs to take place— the forces on 
the advisory council and other organizations and groups— there is a 
free flow of dialog, and the pressure comes through that. 

Senator Grassley. Do you think that these pressures seriously 
impede your ability to successfully target to the most needy in 
local communities? 

Ms. Attard. No. The pressures are a necessary component for 
making some wise decisions— hopefully, wise decisions. I mean, the 
pressures are a part of our society. They are a part of our demo- 
cratic system and they need to exist in order for there to be a re- 
sponsiveness. 

Senator Grassley. I would say that you are probably generally 
familiar with the position on targeting taken by the National Mi- 
nority Aging Organization. I would like to have you comment on 
that. 

Ms. Attard. Yes. I certainly understand their position, and if I 
were part of one of those organizations I would certainly be taking 
the stand I think that they take at this point. But my feeling is 
that you have representation of those groups on the local level; you 
have them on the State level. It becomes important that that advo- 
cacy take place on that local level, because that is where it is going 
to happen, and the national organizations need to be in a position 
to give the type of technical assistance locally that will have an 
effect on that local level. 

Senator Grassley. How many minorities do you serve in your 
planning and services areas? 

Ms. Attard. We are serving a higher percentage of the minority 
than they appear in the population. In our county, we have about a 
5.35-percent minority elderly population. In our programs, we are 
projecting serving 49.5 percent of the minority elderly population, 
which is 7.5 percent of all elderly that we serve. 

Senator Grassley. Are you satisfied that your data-gathering 
and reporting methods are capable of reflecting what proportions 
of economically and socially disadvantaged people you are serving? 

Ms. Attard. Our data-gathering methods are good, but I am 
never really totally satisfied. I mean, even if you take the census 
figures, we know that they are not reflecting some of the popula- 
tion that is in the community. Much of that comes about in the 
community dialog, and we have what we call senior community 
service centers, located in the community. It becomes their respon- 
sibility to alert us to the populations in their local communities, 
since they know it well, and then we will make our outreach ef- 
forts in combination with the local community. 

Senator Grassley. What are your views on the descriptors of eco- 
nomic and social needs included in the AOA regulations? And I 
guess while you are commenting on that, I would like to ask you if 
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^hfy a.dequately describe the need and the extent to which they 

» a"^ recommendations from the Federal Council. 

Ms. Attard. Could you be a little more specific in terms of what 
the descriptors are that you are referring to in the regulations? 

Senator Grassley. That is the description of "socially and eco- 
nomically disadvantaged." 

Ms, Attard, Yes, We do not have a further breakdown of that. 
^ Senator Grassley, OK. The regulations from March 31, 1980: 
Greatest economic need means the need resulting from an income 
level at or below the poverty threshold established by the Bureau 
of Census. It then goes on to say, "Greatest social need means the 
need caused by noneconomic factors which include physical and 
mental disabilities, language barriers" 

Ms. Attard. Yes. Of cource, in a county like ours, the poverty- 
level statistics are really not sufficient to take into account the cost 
ot living, or even in other suburban areas, in the State of New 
York, so that we sometimes make adjustments in terms of what is 
actually a poverty-level individual in our county— 125 percent is 
used in certain cases, on a program-by-program basis. 

As far as the regulation on the socially disadvantaged is con- 
cerned I believe that the existing descriptor is an acceptable guide- 
hne. 

Senator Grassley. Now, could you also, then, comment on the 
extent to which these definitions here— and you stated your agree- 
ment or to what extent you disagree— the extent to which they 
differ from your Federal Council's proposals for amendments to the 
act? 

Ms. Attard. V/e really have not broken down the specific lan- 
guage in terms of the regulations. 

Senator Grassley. Am I right in assuming that you will be doing 
that, or don t you anticipate— you do not anticipate making any 
specific recommendations in this area, then? 

Ms. Attard. No, not in that specific language as far as the guide- 
lines are concerned; no. It was on the Act itself. 

Senator Grassley. Let me ask staff if we had reason to believe 
you were going to. [Conferring with staff.] 

OK. I want to refer back to the last page of your testimony, 
then 

Ms. Attard. I know where you are— on the defining of "greatest 
economic or social need" and the emphasis. 
Senator Grassley. Yes, yes. 

Ms. Attard. What we are talking about there is in the State 
I lans, \yhere we are asking for the State definitions and for their 
emphasis in their plans, we are saying that that is the place that 
we would like to see the emphasis on social need, service to the 
low-income, the minority, the female, the rural, and the living 
f Jo"^' and Of course, to have that included in the disclosure on the 
IFFs. 

Senator Grassley. So the emphasis, as opposed to changing the 
substance of the law, would be the extent to which it is given great- 
er weight at the local and State level, and further clarification at 
the local and State levels, both as far as administering the services, 
as well as reporting back? 
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Ms. Attard. That is correct. That is the basis of the Federal 
Council's position. 

Senator Grassley. OK. Those are all the questions I have. I want 
to thank you very much for your participation, and look forward to 
working with you as you give your more specific recommendations, 
and may find occasion after January 28 to have you b&ck here to 
go into greater depth on them. 

Ms. AiTARD. We would be very happy to do that. 

Thank you. 

[The following was received for the record:] 
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FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201 



Oecomber 9, 1983 



The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Grassley; 

Thank you for your letter of December 2, 1983 regarding the possible 
federal level options identified by Dr. Robert Binstock in his 
testimony. 

As I indicated in the testimony that I presented for the Council at 
your Subcommittee hearing on November 15, we believe that targeting 
is most desirable and appropriate when determined at the state and 
local levels. 

The three sets of federal policy options that seem to have high 
potential for the economically needy do not have the same potential 
when applied to the socially needy. We would agree with 
Dr. Binstock *s analysis on page 21 of his testimony, where he points 
out that, 'Finally, it should be noted that efforts to target to a 
variety of social policy goals within a single jurisdiction- 
national, state, or local in scope — may cancel each other out." 
Furthermore, we also agree with Dr. Binstock's views that current 
legislation allows targeting to occur; that there are a number of 
practicable options for enhancing targeting already; and that these 
options do not require drastic changes in the present legislation* 

With the foregoing in mind, the Council feels that targeting goals 
would be most appropriately served by the inclusion of a disclosure 
and local review component as part of the Intrastate Funding Formula 
requirement of the Older Americans Act. This recommendation was 
made in our testimony given at the November 15 hearing^ 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these issues. 



Sincerely, 




Adelaide Attard 
Chairperson 
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Senator Grassley. I would invite each of the first panel, Karen 
l^nes, Russ Moran, and Bill Moyer» to come at this time. The indi* 
viduals that we have invited to testify will be able to give us the 
perspective of each of the levels of the Older Americans Act struc* 
ture which are involved in the administration of targeting. 

Karen Tynes is the executive director of the Iowa Commission- 
she is obviously a constituent of mine, and I am very pleased to 
welcome her here. 

Russ Moran is here representing the National Acsociation of 
AAA's, and you are an AAA Director in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Moran. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Grassley. And Bill Moyer is the president of the Nation- 
al Association of Nutrition and Aging Services programs and di- 
rects a program which includes both congregate and home-deliv- 
ered meals, and you are from the State of Washington. 

Mr. Moyer. That is right. Senator. 

Senator Grassley. I would like to have you proceed in the order 
in which I introduced you, and again, ask you to summarize each 
of your statements. 



STATEMENT OF KAREN L. TYNES. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, IOWA 
COMMISSION ON AGING; RUSS MORAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ELDER SERVICES OF MERRIMACK VALLEY, INC., AND 
MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
AREA AGENCIES ON AGING; AND WILLIAM R. MOYER, PRESI- 
DENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF NUTRITION AND AGING 
SERVICES PROGRAMS, SEATTLE, WASH* 

Ms. Tynes. Thank you. Senator. 

I am pleased to be here today before you on the reauthorization 
of the Older Americans Act, on the issue of targeting, not only as 
the director of the State unit in Iowa, as one of your constituentSt 
but also wearing a second hat, and that is, reading a position paper 
as a member of the National Association of State Units on Aging, 
on the issue of targeting. 

Senator Grassley. Now, I misunderstood what you said. 

Ms. Tynes. I am wearing two hats today, very related hats. One, 
as the director of the State Unit on Aging in Iowa; the other, as a 
member of the National Association of State Units on Aging. As a 
member of NASUA, I will be reading a position paper from 
NASUA. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you. Go ahead. 

Ms. Tynes. As you hear testimony from many witnesses on the 
reauthorization of the Older Americans Act, the common bond of 
all interested parties will be their concern for preserving the act in 
a manner that will address the broadest range of needs of this Na- 
tion's elderly in a cost-effective and efficient manner while guaran- 
teeing our elders a life of dignity. When we consider the issue of 
targeting, we must remain sensitive to this concern. 

It has been my experience in working with seniors that fear of 
loss of independence is one of their greatest fears. As their re- 
sources diminish due to escalating health care costs, utility costs, 
costs of living in general, they become fearful that they will be 
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forced to live on welfare, that they will live and die without digni- 
ty. 

The issue of targeting may be a sensitive issue for the adminis- 
tration and administrators, the policymakers and taxpayers. But 
targeting is of greatest concern to the seniors themselves. 

When we address the issue of targeting, we are addressing two 
primary issues: (1) The characteristics of the client population to be 
served under the Older Americans Act; and (2) the types of services 
to be provided under the Older Americans Act. 

The regulations to the Older Americans Act currently target the 
elderly population to be served as those with the greatest social 
and economic need. Some interest groups are proposing that a 
means test be adopted with the reauthorization of the act to identi- 
fy seniors with the greatest economic need. I feel this would reduce 
the Older Am^jricans Act programs to a welfare status, thus forcing 
the realization of the fears of many seniors. 

My colleagues and I are opposed to means testing as a way of 
identifying those with the greatest economic need. Not only would 
this be demeaning to the elderly, but it would change the intent of 
the Older Americans Act. Means testmg would also lead to eligibil- 
ity determination and sliding fee scales for services which will ulti- 
mately increase the cost of administering and monitoring these 
programs. 

Means testing will certainly change the voluntary contribution 
rate in all States. But in a State like Iowa, which receives only 1.4 
percent of the Administration on Aging funds available and 19.8 
percent of our funds in Iowa for the delivery of elderly services 
come from client contributions, we would realize a drastic decrease 
in the capacity of our aging programs to address the needs of our 
very rural population. According to the Administration on Aging, 
the national data base indicates that contributions average 10.1 
percent of total service dollars throughout the United States. 
Means testing is also likely to reduce other nonparticipant sup- 
ports. In Iowa, this amounts to 23.67 percent of our funding for eld- 
erly services. Nowhere is this kind of partnership exemplified as it 
is between the Older Americans Act and the seniors and communi- 
ties it serves. 

Nationally, there has been a problem determining the meaning 
of ''social needs.'' The Administration on Aging has been in a posi- 
tion to provide guidance to State Units on Aging on this issue. Con- 
gress is now in a position to define "social need" in the reauthor- 
ization of the Older Americans Act. However, consideration should 
be given throughout the act and the subsequent regulations provid- 
ing guidance fot Hs implementation to the maintenance of state 
and local flexibility in implementation of this definition. Many 
problems of the elderly are not directly related to income, but 
rather, relate to the unavailability of services. 

The type of services to be provided with Administration on Aging 
funding has always been a local decision endorsed by the State and 
should continue to be so. The current process of identifying needs 
of the elderly, planning and coordinating services to address those 
needs, soliciting local funds to help support aging services, is best 
done at the local level. If funds are targeted at specific services, the 

118 



114 

capacity for the Administration on Aging funds to be utilized as a 
magnet to attract other funds will be diminished. 

As it is currently written, the Older Americans Act provides an 
opportunity for States to coordinate efforts with agencies adminis- 
tering means tested services, such as medicaid and the block-grant- 
ed social services. The aging funds are able to assist elderly persons 
who live slightly above poverty guidelines and to fill the gap with 
the wide variety of services needed by various individuals. If the 
act requires a means test, or if services are restricted to a few na- 
tionally perceived priorities, then this opportunity for serving as a 
safety net for the near needy will also be lost. 

In Iowa, funds are allocated to each planning and service area 
based on an intrastate funding formula. There are many ways area 
agencies on aging can be responsive to the intrastate funding for- 
mula. One way would be to indicate the client characteristics, and 
numbers of the elderly population proposed to be served per service 
in the area plan and its annual updates for approval by the State 
unit. Accountability can take place by merely requiring the area 
agency on aging to report, on a regular basis, the characteristics of 
the elderly population per service that have been served during 
that report period. It is the State units* responsibility to monitor 
those targeting activities. Thus, flexibility is preserved with full ac- 
countability» 

In the reauthorization of the Older Americans Act, language 
should be included to encourage the targeting of programs, serv- 
ices, and resources at the socially and economically needy without 
specific income eligibility. Targeted groups should include persons 
in long-term care institutions who are able to return to an inde- 
pendent setting, home-based older persons, persons with limited 
mobility, those having economic disadvantages, and social minori- 
ties. Those with the greatest economic and social needs can certain- 
ly be identified through the assessment and case management proc- 
ess. 

With the reauthorization, Congress should review the definition 
of "greatest social need and economic need." Measures should be 
taken to expand and clearly define these terms to allow flexibility, 
with guidance to States and area agencies on aging. On the issue of 
targeting, focus should not be on narrowing eligibility at the Feder- 
al level. Focus should be on the monitoring and accountability of 
States and area agencies on aging. 

Thus concludes my testimony from the Iowa Commission on 
Aging and the Iowa Aging Network. 

And now, the position paper by the National Association of State 
Units on Aging. 

The National Association of State Units on Aging welcomes this 
opportunity to present its views on the targeting provisions of the 
Older Americans Act. We applaud the subcommittee's decision to 
convene a hearing on this critical issue of who is served by the ad- 
vocacy, service system development and service activities of the 
older Americans network. 

NASUA believes ihnt in the planning, funding, designing, and lo- 
cating of services and in carrying out related outreach, screening, 
and assessment activities, that State and area agencies should be 
required to give priority to meeting the needs of minority, low- 



115 



income, limited English-speaking, seriously impaired and isolated 
older persons. Intrastate funding formulas should include low- 
income, minority and limited English-speaking factors. These re- 
quirements should be implemented with enforceable Federal and 
State regulations and program instructions which include appropri- 
ate reporting requirements at the area. State, and Federal levels. 

We also support the Federal Council on Aging's recommendation 
on requirements for the presentation of the State's intrastate fund- 
ing formula for public review and comment. The association also 
believes that the affirmative action requirements proposed for dele- 
tion from the current OAA title III regulations should be made 
statutory provisions. Likewise, we believe that State and area 
agency advisory councils should include adequate representatives 
from the targeted population outlined above. 

NASUA has and continues to believe that serving the needs of 
America s minority elderly is an absolutely central mission facing 
the aging network. We also believe that continued and intensified 
efforts must be undertaken in the areas of affirmative action, mi- 
nority contracting, program accessibility, and services targeting in 
order for the network to truly fulfill its responsibility to the minor- 
ity aged. 

Because of these commitments, NASUA recognizes the impor- 
tance of the U.S. Civil Rights Commission's recent report emphasiz- 
ing the importance of this issue and underscoring the need for ad- 
ditional progress. We viewed the publication of this report as an oc- 
casion for the aging network to reaffirm its goal of increasing in- 
volvement of minorities in aging services and redouble its specific 
efforts to achieve that goal. 

In conjunction with the National Association of Area Agencies 
on Aging, we established earlier this year a joint task force on mi- 
nority aging services and employment. This task force has had 
meetings with representatives from the four national aging minori- 
ty organizations to discuss ideas for effective action in this area. 
Early in the new year, the task force and the boards of the two as- 
sociations will issue a statement of principles and action steps to 
encourage intensified efforts in the areas of affirmative action, mi- 
nority contracting, program accessibility, and service targeting. 

In closing, we would urge this subcommittee, when considering 
these critical issues, to address strategies which are both adminis- 
tratively feasible and consistent with the primary thrust of the 
Older Americans Act— that is, to work toward the establishment of 
a comprehensive, complex, and coordinated service system that en- 
compasses individual client needs, individual client preferences, the 
efficient delivery of quality services, the promotion of family and 
informal support and an adequate investment of public resources. 
In carrying out this mission, it is imperative that the network 
focus its attention on serving the frail, particularly those in most 
danger of losing their independence. At the same time, we do not 
believe that the statute or regulations should specify a quota for 
services to any of the target groups comprising the frail and vul- 
nerable population. It is within this context that we believe the 
issue of targeting needs to be addressed during the 1984 reauthor- 
ization of the Older Americans Act. 

Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
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S. nator Grassley. Thank you, Karen. 

[The prepared statements of Ms. Tynes representing the State 
Unit on Aging In Iowa and the National Association of State Units 
on Aging and responses to questions of Senator Grassley follow:] 
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Senator GrassleY and distinguished me.-^ssss of 
THE Senate Subcommittee cs Aoing; 

I AM Karen L. Tynes. Executive Director of the Icwa 
Commission on the Aging. The Commission is' one cf 57 State 
Units on Aging designated by Governors and the State Legis- 
latures TO administer the Older Americans Act programs and 

to serve as focal points for AL- matters relating to ThE 
NEEDS OF OLDER PERSONS WITHIN THE StATE. 

I A.. PLEASED TO HAVE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR 
SEFORE you AS YOU PREPARE FOR THE REAUTHORIZATiCN CF THE 

Older Americans Act. 

As YOU HEAR testimony FROM MANY WITDESScS ON THE 
REQUTHCRIZATION OF THE OlBER AMERICANS AcT^ THE COMMON SCND 
OF ALL INTERESTED PARTIES WILL BE ThE IS' CONCERN FOR PRESERVING 
THE Act in A MANNER THAT WILL ADDRESS THE BROADEST RANGE OF 
NEEDS OF THIS NATION'S ELDERLY IN A COST EFFECTIVE AND 
EFFICIENT MANNER WHILE GUARANTEEING OUR ELDERS A LIFE CF 
DIGNITY. When we consider the issue OF "targeting"^ we MUST 
REMAIN sensitive TO THIS CONCERN. It HAS BEEN MY EXPERIENCE 
IN WORKING WITH SENIORS THAT FEAR CF LOSS QP I "JCEPE'-DENCE IS 
ONE CF THEIR GREATEST FEARS, As THEIR RESOURCES DIMINISH 
DUE TO ESCALATING HEALTH CARE COSTS; UTILITY COSTS; COSTS CF 
LIVING IN GENERAL. THEY BECOME FEARFUL THAT THcY WILL BE 
FORCED TO "live ON WELFARE'^ THAT Thi'Y WILL ulVE AND DIE 

without dignity, 

The issue of targeting may be a sensitive issle 

FOR The AcMIMSTRATICN AND ADMINISTRATCRS; TO PCLICV f-lAKERS 
AND TAXPAYERS, 3uT^ TARGETING IS CF GREATEST CONCERN TO THE 
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seniqrs themselves. 

When we address the issue of targeting we a!;£ 
acdressing two primary issues! 

1) The characteristics of the client population to 

BE served under THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT. 

2) The types of services to be provided under the 
Older Americans Act, 

The rssulations to the Older Americans Act currently 
target the elderly population to be served as thcse witm the 

greatest social and ECONCMiC NEED. SOME INTEREST GROUPS ARE 
proposing that a means test be adopted WITH THE REAUTHORIZATION 
OF THE Act to identify seniors with the GREATEST ECONOMIC 
NEED. I FEEL THIS WOULD REDUCE THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT 
PROGRAMS TO A WELFARE STATUS THUS FORCING THE REALIZATION OF 
THE FEARS OF MANY SENIORS. 

My C0LL5GUES AND I ARE OPPOSED TO MEANS TESTING AS 
A WAV OF IDENTIFYING THOSE WITH THE GREATEST ECONOMIC NEED. 
Not ONLY WOULD THIS BE DEMEANING TO THE ELDriwY, BUT J T 
WOULD CHANGE THE INTENT OF THE OlDER A.1ERICAN3 ACT. ."^EANS 

testing would also lead to eligibility determination and 
sliding fee scales for services which will ultimately increase 
the cost of administering and monitoring these programs. 

Means testing will certainly change the voluntary 
contribution rate in all states. but in a state lue icwa, 
which receives cnly l.ax of the administration on asing funds 
available and 19.8? of our funds,' for the delivery of elderly 

A 

SERVICES COME FROM CLIENT CONTRIBUTIONS; WE WOULD REALIZE A 
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DRASTIC DEuSEASE \fi THE CAPACITY OF OUR ASINS 'RCGRAMS TC 
ADDRESS THE NEEDS OF CUR VERY RURAL POPULATION. ACCORDING 

TO THE Administration cn Aging, the National Data 3ase 

INDICATES that CONTRIBUTIONS AVERAGE 10. IS OF TOTAL SERVICE 
DOLLARS THROUGHOUT TmE NATION. MeANS TESTING IS ALSO LIKELY 
TO REDUCE OTHER NCN-PAHTICIPANT SUPPORTS, In IowA THIS 
AMOUNTS TO 21.67% OF CUR FUNDING FCR ELDERLY SERVICES. No 
WHERE IS THIS KIND OF PARTNERSHIP EXEMPLIFIED AS IT IS 
BETWEEN THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT AND THE SENIORS AND COM- 
munities it serves. 

Nationally there has been a problem ieterminins 

THE meaning of. "social NEEDS". ThE ADMINISTRATION CN AsiNG 
HAS BEEN IN A POSITION TO PROVIDE GUIDANCE TO StaTH UnITS CN 

Aging on this issue. Congress is now :n a position to 

DEFINE "social NEED" IN THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ClDER 

Americans Act, However, consideration should be given 
throughout the act and the subsequent regulations providing 
guidance fcr its implementation to the maintenance of state 
and local flexibility in implementation of this "lefinitlon, 
Many problems of the elderly are not directly related to 

INCOME BUT rather RELATE TO THE UNAVAILABILITY OF SERVICES. 

The type of services to be provided with Adminis- 
tration ON Asing Funding has always been a local decision 
endorsed by the State and should continue to be so. The 
current process of identifying needs of the elderly, planning 

AND coordinating SERVICES TO ADDRESS THOSE NEEDS, SOLICITING 
local FUNDS TO HELP SUPPORT AGING SERVICES IS BEST DONE AT 
THE LOCAL LEVEL. If FUNDS ARE TARGETED AT SPECIFIC SERVICES, 
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THE CAPACITY FOR THE AdMINISTI^ATION ON Agi?)S FUNDS TO BE 
UTILIZED AS A MAGNET TO ATTRACT OTHER FUNDS WILL 3E DIMINISHED, 

As IT IS CURRENTLY WRITTEN^ THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT 
PROVIDES AN OPPORTUNITY FOR STATES TO COORDINATE EFFORTS 
WITH AGENCIES ADMINISTERING MEANS TESTED SERVICES. SUCH AS 

Medicaid and Title XX. The asing funds are asle to assist 

ELDERLY PERSONS WHO LIVE SLISHTLY ABOVE POVERTY GUIDELINES 
AND TO FILL THE GAP WITH THE WIDE VARIETY OF SERVICES NEEDED 
BY VARIOUS INDIVIDUALS. If THE AcT REQUIRES A MEANS TEST^ 
OR IF SERVICES ARE RESTRICTED TO A FEW NATIONALLY PERCEIVED 
PRlORITiESj THEN THIS OPPORTUNITY FOR SERVING AS A SAFETY 
NET FOR THE "NEAR NEEDY" WILL BE LOST. 

In IowAj FUNDS ARE ALLOCATED TO EACH PLANNING AND 
SERVICE AREA BASED ON AN INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA.. ThERE 
'ARE MANY WAYS AREA AGENCIES ON AGING CAN BE RESPONSIVE TO 
THE INTRASTATE FUNDING FORMULA. OnE WAY WOULD BE TO INDICATE 
THE CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS (AGE. SEX/ RACE^ INCOME LEVELS^ 
ETC.; AND NUMBERS OF THE ELDERLY POPULATION PROPOSED TO BE 
SERVED PER SERVICE IN THE AREA PLAN AND ITS ANNUAL UPDATES 
FOR APPROVAL BY THE STATE UNIT. ACCOUNTABILITY CAN TAKE 
PLACE BY MERELY REQUIRING THE AREA AGENCY ON AGING TO REPORT. 
ON A REGULAR BASIS/ THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ELDERLY POPU- 
LATION PER SERVICE THAT HAVE BEEN SERVED DURING THAT REPORT 
PERIOD. It IS THE STATE UMTS' RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR 
THOSE TARGETING ACTIVITIES.- ThUS FLEXIBILITY IS PRESERVED 
WITH FULL ACCOUNTABILITY. 

In THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ClDER AMERICANS 
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act, language should 3e included to enccurage the targeting 
of programs/services. and resources at the socially and 
economically needy without specific income eligibility. 
Targeted groups should include persons in long-term cars 
institutions who are able to return 70 an independent setting, 
hcre based clder persons, persons with limited mobility, 

THO"S£ HAVING ECCNOMIC DISADVANTA6ES> AND SOCIAL MINORITIES. 

Those with the greatest economic and social nehd can cer- 
tainly 3£ IDENTIFIED through THE ASSESSMENT AND CASE MANASS" 
MENT PROCESS. 

With the reauthorization, Congress should review 

THE definition OF "GREATEST SOCIAL AND ECCNOMIC NEED". 

Measures should 3E taken to expand and clearly define 

-i>t«-E-^I^RMS Tn flLLQW FLEXI3ILITY, WITH GUIDANCE TO STATES 
AND AREA AGENCIES ON AGING. On THE ISSUE OF .TARGETING, 
FOCUS SHOULD NOT BE CN NARROWING ELIGIBILITY AT THE FEDERAL 
LEVEL. Focus SHOULD BE ON THE MONITORING AND ACCCUNTABILiTY 

of states and area agencies on aging. 

Thank you =cr your consideration of the issl'Es 
and concerns of the lowa commission cn the acing and the 
Iowa Aging Network. 

! 



Respectfully submitted^ 
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Mr. Chaimian and distinguished members of the Senate Subcorrntlttee on Aging: 

The National Association of State Units on Aging welcomes this opportunity 
to present Its views on the targeting provisions of the Older Americans Act. 
We applaud the Subcommittee's decision to convene a hearing on this critical 
issue of who IS served by the advocacy, service system development and 
service activities of the Older American's Act network. 

NASUA believes that In the planning, funding, designing and locating 
of services and In carrying out related outreach, screening and ossessment 
activities, that state and area agencies should be required to give priority 
to meeting the needs of minority, low-income, limited English speaking, 
seriously impaired and Isolated -jlder persons. Intra-state funding 
formulas should Include low-income, minority and limited English speaking 
factors. These requirements should be implemented with enforceable federal 
and state regulations and program instructions which include appropriate 
reporting requirements at the area, state and federal levels. We also 
support the Federal Council on Ag1ng*s recommendation on requirements for 
the presentation of the State's intra-state funding formula for public 
review and comment. The Association also believes that the affirmative 
action requirements proposed for deletion from the current OAA Title III 
regulations should be made statutory provisions. Likewise we believe that 
State and Area Agency Advisory Councils should Include adequate 
representatives from the targeted population outlined above. 

NASUA has and continues to believe that serving the needs of America's 
minority elderly is an absolutely central mission facing the aging network. 
We also believe that continued and intensified efforts must be undertaken 
in the areas of affirmative action ,, minority contracting , program 
accessiblity and services targeting in order for the network to truly 
fullfill its responsibility to the minority aged. 
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Because of these corrvnitmentSi NASUA recognizes the importance of the 
U.S. Civil Right Conmiss ion's recent report emphasizing the importance of 
this issue and underscoring the need for additional progress. We viewed the 
publication of this report as an occasion for the aging network to reaffirm 
its goal of increasing involvement of minorities in aging services and 
redouble its specific efforts to achieve that goal. 

In conjunction with the National Association of Area Agencies on Aging 
we established earlier this year a joint Task Force on Minority Aging 
Services and Employment. This Task Force has had meetings with 
representatives from the four national aging minority organizations to 
discuss Ideas for effective action in this area. Early in the new year 
the Task Force and the Boards of the two Associations will issue a statement 
of principles and action steps to encourage intensified efforts In the areas 
of affirmative action, minority contracting, program accessibility and 
service targeting. » 

In closing, we would urge this subcormittee, when considering these 
critical issues to address strategies which are both administratively 
feasible and consistent with the primary thrust of the Older Americans 
Act - that is to work toward the establishment of a comprehensive, complex 
and coordinated service system that encompasses Individual client needs » 
individual client preferences, the efficient delivery of quality services, 
the promotion of family and informal support and an adequate investment 
of public resources. In carrying out this mission, it is imperative that 
the network focus its attention on serving the frail, particularly those 
in most danger of losing their independence. At the same time, we do not 
believe that the statute or regulations should specify a quota for services 
to any of the target groups comprising the frsil and vulnerable population. 
It is within this context that we believe the issue of targeting needs to 
be addressed during the 1984 reauthorization of the OAA. 



Thank you for your consideration of our views on this issue. 
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STATE OF IOWA 

COMMISSION ON THE AGING 

?36JEWETT BUILDING Terry E Bransidd 

914 GRAND AVE a,i,<»rnor 

DESMOINES I0WA$03I9 K-i,no i t 

.5-5. ?9i.5l8/ Karen L Tynos 

t t«voii«p Oi'orio' 

December 16, 1983 



The Honorable Charles Grassley 
S.H. 135 Hart Senate Building 
Washington, O.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

' appreciate the opportunity to respond to your suDolemental ni.o^- 
tlons on the issue of "Targeting Scarce Resources under thlo^ierteJlcans 

<n fho n,H!°"I question asks if we need to have an age of eligibility 

in the Older Americans Act, and If so, what it should be. '^'igi'^iiuy 

I do believe that we should have a stated age of eliolbllitv for 
"0 der ndivlduals" and "older persons" In the Act tX con s en Jith 
cr ter a established with the allotment of OAA funds to the 1 ates T^e 
criteria used for such allotment Is based on the populat on age 60^ rosidina 
in each state. While the thrust Is to deal with ihe old old or thi fra ? 
elder y; those age 75+, I do not believe we can overlook those services h.t 
contribute to the well being of the well, mobile elderly or he youna ol5 
iTeTflr ii'tVoT °' ''''''''''' remaln^eo'IeaH? a°ge; 

Your 'second question addresses the utilization of Iowa's Elderly 
Services funds. Iowa recognized as far back as 1979 the need to address 
tho plight of the homebound; the frail elderly. In view of the emohasf^ 
at that time on the utilization of OAA funds for viable so v?ces Jo visible 
Ir 'coT? at r '''VY'"' '''''''' '"'ly kinds of ' 

l^t'l^raSe^MfJSi^fiytTnls.'!'""^' '"""'^ '^^^^"^ 

„ Ho ^""''^ ^''^ "5ed for many of the same services funded 

he'^1 1 uTfuLl'^'l'" 'T''"-. "^'^ ^--^^'^^ flexIbllUy in 

tne iitle III funds, we can also make those same services availahlo tn 

orS ^d'nn'h'TM'r^r'i^c^"^^ °' ■ real 1 ty ,';he " ! If e.vkes 

?o":tch'^iS^^"p^s;e'-^^"^ ''''' 



by the rurJrelderir'^fr LtV '"^ °P^"^°" °^ sP"ial problems faced 
7,AcZ r^V ^'"^'^ fias been my experience growing up in rural north- 

eastern Ohio, providing direct services for the elderly in western Ohio n 
the richest agricultural county in the state, and as the Sirec or of n 

tha "trnJrn]^ ?K ''V ^" ^ nine countyVrea 

that the needs of the urban elderly and the rural elderly are very similar 
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TJie- Hcniorable Charles Grassley 
December 16, 1963 
Page Two 



The major difference lies In the manner In which these needs may or may not 
be addressed. While Informal support systems are often stronger In rural 
areas, the change In modern family situations may deny seniors the continua- 
tion of such Informal support. More technical services are less available 
In rural areas than In urban areas, primarily due to the logistics. 

While AOA does not target funds to states using any criteria but 
to count the number age 6(H in each state, Iowa's intrastate funding formula 
does give extra weight to rural areas. While Iowa is a very rural state, I 
am not sure that we would benefit from any change in the federal allotment 
process that would give extra weight to rural states. 



Question number 4 refers to Dr. Binstock's testimony. I do believe 



that "legislation and/or regulations to require that contnunity focal points 
within PSAs be designated and located within geographical settings that have 
specified minimum concentrations of poor older persons" is a viable option 
proposed by Dr. Binstock and may be worth pursuing. 

Thank you for your continuing Interest in the elderly. Please 
let me know if you need additional information. 



Sincerely, 




Karen L. Tynes 
Executive Director 



KLT:kaj 
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Senator Grassley. Mr. Moran? 
Mr. Moran. Thank you, Senator. 

I would like to thank you, Senator, and the other members of 
this committee for this opportunity to offer testimony on the Older 
Americans Act. I am representing the National Association of Area 
Agencies on Aging, as well as speaking for the Elder Services of 
the Merrimack Valley, the local area agency in Lawrence, Mass. 

Our philosophy as an area agency in Massachusetts is to provide 
a wide range of community-based long-term care services, operat- 
ing under a case management system. We offer in-home health 
care, transportation, and other services. 

Many of the funds that we operate have specific targets and poli- 
cies as to eligibility and other factors, and I will direct some of my 
comments in relation to the concept of targeting and the concept of 
eligibility. 

I think area agencies often have a flexibility in that we operate 
with a large amount of discretion at the local level in aging. AAA 
are an example of a categorical grant that allows the type of flexi- 
bility and discretion needed. However, when there is that discre- 
tion, I think there is a greater need to assure that the services are 
reaching those in greatest need. One traditional solution is often 
allocation formulas. And while I think allocation formulas are cer- 
tainly helpful in that they define a policy framework for decision- 
making at the local level, they may be ineffectual because of other 
countervailing public policies that might encourage serving the less 
frail. 

In addition, limiting the discretion by requiring funding of cer- 
tain types of services only partially addresses the issue of target- 
ing. The requirements, however, do not consider the mix of other 
resources that may be available at the local level. 

So I think we need to look at allocation formulas for the help 
that they do offer, but they are insufficient in and of themselves to 
insure appropriate targeting. 

I think we also have to look at the issue of "Targeting for what?'' 
I think too often, we look at formulas or other strategies as being 
separate from the goals of our programs. To state that we must 
serve those in greatest economic or social need, without any expec- 
tations for outcomes of those services, often compounds the prob- 
lem. Our goal is to offer a range of community-based and in-home 
long-term care services. Our targeted population may be different 
than if our goal for expected outcomes might be different than 
that. 

As a local area agency, we are accountable to a wide range of 
constituencies, the most important constituents being those older 
people that reside in our community. However, the act itself re- 
quires that all people over the age of 60 are our primary constitu- 
ents, and hence, the dilemma we often face of trying to meet every- 
one's expectations. 

It is appropriate that there must be variations from or e locality 
to another. We should not all be the same in terms of the programs 
and services we operate, because we must be primarily responsible 
for the older residents in our planning and service areas. 

If the act emphasized the need for the development of communi- 
ty-based long-term care service system, for example, then that 
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would better help area agencies to target services to the functional- 
ly impaired population, as well as the population that may need 
preventive services in terms of forestalling or delaying inappropri- 
ate institutionalization. 

I think we also have to look at access, not simply seen as trans- 
portation or information referral services. It also means eliminat- 
ing social and cultural barriers by assuring bilingual staffs, staff 
reflective of the diversity of the population we are serving, and the 
needs that we must try and meet. This may involve training and 
skill development, job recruitment. We must insure that all older 
people who may be in need of services at least will be guaranteed 
of that opportunity to be considered for services. 

N4A and local area agencies on aging are committed to this goal 
and would encourage Congress to continue their commitment to 
minority organizations. As previously stated by Karen Tynes, N4A 
has joined with NASUA in the establishment of a task force on mi- 
nority aging services and employment. N4A feels that this task 
force will provide leadership and guidance to our membership in 
enhancing services to the minority aged. 

The other issue that I would like to address is translating alloca- 
tion formulas and goals to individuals. It is often at that point that 
I think targeting really can be most effective, and I would like to 
in that regard raise the issue of case management. ^ 

Case management is able to examine the individual s needs and 
resources and based on those factors, develop a plan of care that 
utilizes not only the limited resources under the Older Americans 
Act, but other resources that we might have access to, such as 
block grants. State funds, et cetera. It also allows the flexibility 
that is necessary— make judgments about individual clients, the 
support they may be receiving from their families, and the re- 
sources available in the community. We need, then, to be able to 
translate some of the formula factors to individuals— remember, we 
are serving individuals. 

And the other part that case management can be very effective 
is at the area agency level, where it allows it, then, to evaluate the 
effectiveness of many of the programs and services that we offer, as 
to assuring that they are targeting to appropriate individuals and 
that the quality of those services is indeed meeting the needs of the 
clients that we are attempting to serve. So there has to be that tie- 
in between individual client management, as well as that commu- 
nity management at the area agency level 

Based on those observations, I would encourage the committee 
and Congress to look at the act in the sense that I think we should 
look at the outcomes of our expectations for the act; what do we 
expect it to accomplish in terms of serving the population, and I 
would suggest, as Dr. Binstock did, that we majj want to look at 
expanding '^greatest economic and social need ' to also include 
those who are vulnerable to the need for long-term care services. 

I suggest that if we refocus our goals, then we must also refocus 
our allocation formulas to reflect those criteria that are indicators 
of those in greatest economic or social need, based on the goals that 
we established. And finally, I would recommend that we give some 
consideration to strengthening the language in the act relating to 
case management. While one of the criteria that Dr. Binstock 
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looked at was political feasibility, it may not be feasible, certainly, 
to mandate case management, but I think we need to recognize the 
strength that case management can offer and do more th&n simply 
mention it, but rather, encourage area agencies and State units to 
look at case management as a vehicle for insuring that those that 
are in the greatest economic and social need can receive services. 

I think also, in closing, I would like to mention that targeting is 
needed because the resources are limited. I think, however, that we 
often have looked at reduced appropriations as some type of target- 
ing strategy, and I would suggest that such a strategy is probably 
the most inappropriate. It reduces the efforts of programs to offer 
preventive and interventive services, and often encourages people 
to become sick before they receive assistance. I do not believe that 
this is a good public policy, and would suggest that appropriations 
be viewed as to their potential impact and our ability to meet the 
expectations of the act. Members of Congress have been sensitive to 
this issue and have maintained, in some cases, increased appropria- 
tions for both title III-B and C, and it is my hope that your past 
efforts will continue. 

Thank you again for your support, Senator Grassley, and for this 
opportunity. I would be happy to respond to any questions that you 
might have. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you. I will have some questions after 
Mr, Moyer is done with his testimony. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moran and responses to ques- 
tions of Senator Grassley follow:] 
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Testimony of George S, Moran 
Executive Director 
Elder Services of the Merrimack Valley, Inc. 
Lawrence^ fiA 

BEFORE 

Senate Committee on Labor & Human Resources 
Sub-Committee on Aging 

Targeting Scarce Pesources 

I WOULD LIKE TO THANK SENATOR GrASSLEY AND THE OTHER MEMBERS OF 
THIS COMMITTEE FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO OFFER TESTIMONY ON THE OlDER 

iViERiCANS Act, I am representing the National Association of Area 
Agencies on Aging, a non-profit organization representing the con- 
cerns OF THE BOARDS; COUNCILS AND STAFF OF OVER 660 ArEA AgENCIES ON 

Aging (AAA's) across the country. The role of \M is to work to 

IMPACT public policy AFFECTING OLDER PEOPLE AND TO HELP INSURE THAT 
OPTIONS ARE AVAILABLE TO OLDER PEOPLE^ AND ALLOW FOR A CHOICE OF 
A WIDE RANGE OF COMMUNITY-BASED AND IN-HOME SERVICES. ThE NEED FOR 
CLEAR LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT AT A TIME WHEN 
THE DEMANDS ON OUR RESOURCES ARE INCREASING* YET THE RESOURCES THEM- 
SELVES ARE NOT. 

As THE Area Agency on Aging in the Rhrrimack Valley, our agency 

PROVIDES IN-HOME AND COMMUNITY CARE TO OLDER RESIDENTS. It IS OUR 
PHILOSOPHY THAT OLDER PEOPLE SHOULD HAVE EASY ACCESS TO A WIDE RANGE 
OF COMMUNITY-BASED, LONG TERM CARE SERVICES. BaSED ON A CASE 
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MANAGEMENT SYSTEM^ WE OFFER IN-HOME CARE, HEALTH CARE^ TRANSPORTATION, 
NUTRITION, LEGAL, PROTECTIVE, AND OTHER SERVICES FUNDED BY A RANGE OF 
STATE AND FEDERAL RESOURCESi MaNY OF THESE FUNDS HAVE SPECIFIC 
TARGETS AND POLICIES AS TO ELIGIBILITY AND OTHER FACTORS THAT WILL 
OFTEN DETERMINE WHO RECEIVES SERVICES, THE LEVEL OF CARE, AND THE 
EASE (or access) IN WHICH THESE SERVICES ARE RECEIVED. So, IT IS IN 

this context that one must examine targetingi 

We have often viewed targeting almost exclusively as an 
eligibility issue, that is, who is "eligible" to receive a particular 
service based on perceived needs i medicaid, fuel assistance programs, 
etc, are all based on this concept. such programs limit the amount 

OF DISCRETION AT THE LOCAL LEVEL. OthER PROGRAMS, HOWEVER, ENCOURAGE 
FLEXIBILITY AND DISCRETION AT THE LOCAL AND STATE LEVEL. ThE OlDER 

Americans Act is an example of a categorical grant that allows for a 
certain degree of flexibility and discretion at the local level, 
lihen there is discretion, there is a greater need to assure the 

SERVICES ARE REACHING THOSE IN GREATEST NEED. OfTEN A TRADITIONAL 
SOLUTION IS ONE OF ALLOCATION FORMULAS. WhILE THESE ARE HELPFUL, IN 
THAT THEY DEFINE A POLICY FRAMEWORK, THEY ARE OFTEN INEFFECTUAL 
BECAUSE OF OTHER COUNTERVAILING PUBLIC POLICIES THAT MIGHT ENCOURAGE 
SERVING THE LESS FRAIL. SuCH FACTORS MAY INVOLVE THE NEED TO SERVE 
MORE PEOPLE; THE DESIRE TO OFFER -PREVENTIVE OR INTERVENTI VE'* CARE; OR 
LOCAL POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS. In ADDITION, LIMITING THE DISCRETION 
BY REQUIRING THE FUNDING OF CERTAIN TYPES OF SERVICES (I.E., IN-HOME, 
ACCESS, ETC.) ONLY PARTIALLY ADDRESSES THE ISSUE OF TARGETING. SuCH 
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REQUIREMENTS OFTEN DO NOT CONSIDER THE MIX OF OTHER RESOURCES THAT 

MAY BE AVAILABLE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL. SuCH RESOURCE AVAILABILITY 

SHOULD IMPACT ON HOW OlDER AMERICANS ACT FUNDS ARE ALLOCATED. In 

ADDITION, THERE IS AN ASSUMPTION BEING MADE THAT INDIVIDUALS NEEDING 

IN-HOME OR ACCESS SERVICES ARE INDEED THOSE IN GREATEST ECONOMIC OR 

SOCIAL NEED. SuCH A JUDGMENT, I BELIEVE IS INCORRECT BECAUSE THERE 

ARE OFTEN NO ASSURANCES OR MECHANISMS THAT SUCH REQUIREMENTS ARE 

BEST SUITED TO INDIVIDUALIZED NEEDS. THEREFORE, I THINK WE NEED TO 

SEE ALLOCATION FORMULAS FOR THE HELP THEY DO OFFER, BUT THEY ARE 

CLEARLY INSUFFICIENT TO ENSURE APPROPRIATE TARGETING, 

• 

A KEY QUESTION THAT MUST BE ASKED IS "TARGETING FOR WHAT?" AlL 
TOO OFTEN WE LOOK AT FORMULAS OR OTHER STRATEGIES AS BEING SEPARATE 
FROM THE GOALS OF OUR PROGRAMS. To STATE THAT WE MUST SERVE THOSE IN 
GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED WITHOUT ANY EXPECTATION FOR OUTCOMES 
SIMPLY COMPOUNDS THE PROBLEM. DIFFERENT GOALS OF OUR POLICIES WILL 
AFFECT VARIOUS ASPECTS OF OUR AGING POPULATION DIFFERENTLY. FoR 
EXAMPLE, IF OUR GOAL IS TO OFFER A RANGE OF COMMUNITY-BASED AND IN- 
HOflE LONG TERM CARE SERVICES, OUR TARGETED POPULATION WOULD BE AN 
OLDER, FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRED, OFTEN FEMALE, OFTEN MINORITY, AND 
OFTEN LOW-INCOME POPULATION, ThIS WOULD BE FAR DIFFERENT IF OUR GOAL 
WAS TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR OLDER PEOPLE TO REMAIN HEALTHY AND 
ACTIVE. The FACT IS THAT THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT REALLY DOES ENCOURAGE 

such uncertainty because of its lack of a clear goal or policy direction, 
One must remember too, that Area Agencies on Aging are accountable to 
a ra.nge of const 1 tuenc » ps, the most important being older peor e that 
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RESIDE IN OUR COMMUNITIES, HOWEVER^ THE AcT REQUIRES THAT PEOPLE 
ARE OUR PRIMARY CONSTITUENTS AND HENCE, THE DILEMMA WE OFTEN FACE OF 
TRYING TO MEET EVERYONE'S EXPECTATIONS. WhAT OFTEN RESULTS THEN IS 
A RANGE OF LOCAL INTERPRETATIONS AS TO WHAT OUR GOALS MUST BE. ThIS 
LEADS TO FURTHER PROBLEMS BECAUSE THE ADMINISTRATION ON AgING AND 

THE Congress become concerned as to whether their perceptions of the 

GOALS ARE BEING MET.- I DO NOT MEAN TO SUGGEST, THEREFORE, THAT THE 
SOLUTION IS RESTRICTING ELIGIBILITY OR LIMITING FLEXIBILITY. It IS 
APPROPRIATE THAT THERE MUST BE VARIATIONS FROM ONE LOCALITY TO THE 

OTHER. We should not all be the same in terms of the programs and 

SERVICES WE OPERATE, BECAUSE WE MUST BE PRIfjAjllLY RESPONSIBLE TO OLDER 
RESIDENTS IN OUR PLANNING AND SERVICE AREAS. RaTHER THAN CONGRESS AND 

THE Administration on Aging trying to limit the process of serving 

OLDER PEOPLE, there NEEDS TO BE GREATER SPECIFICITY AND AGREEMENT ON 
THE OUTCOMES AND GOALS OF THE AcT, If THE AcT EMPHASIZED THE NEED 
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY-BASED LONG TERM CARE SYSTEMS, THEN 
THAT WOULD BETTER HELP ArEA AgENCIES TO TARGET SERVICES TO THE 
FUNCTIONALLY IMPAIRED POPULATION AS WELL AS THE POPULATION REQUIRING 
PREVENTIVE SERVICES. ViE THEREFORE, HAVE TO BEGIN TO PRIORITIZE OUR 
EFFORTS AND INSURE, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT POSSIBLE, THAT ALL GROUPS 
HAVE THE ACCESS THEY NEED TO ENSURE CONSIDERATION IN THE COMPETITION 
FOR RESOURCES. ACCESS HERE SHOULD NOT BE SEEN AS SIMPLY TRANSPORTATION 
OR INFORMATION AND REFERRAL. It ALSO MEANS ELIMINATING SOCIAL AND 
CULTURAL BARRIERS BY ASSURING BILINGUAL STAFFS, STAFF REFLECTIVE OF 
THE DIVERSITY OF THE POPULATION WE ARE SERVING AND THE NEEDS THAT 




ERIC 



185 



-5- 

MUST BE MET. ThIS MAY INVOLVE TRAINING^ SKILL DEVELOPMENT^ JOB 
RECRUITMENT. We MUST ENSURE THAT ALL OLDER PEOPLE WHO MAY BE IN 
NEED OF SERVICES AT LEAST WILL BE GUARANTEED OF THAT OPPORTUNITY TO 
BE CONSIDERED FOR SERVICES, AND LOCAL ArEA AgENCIES ON AgING ARE 

COMMITTED TO THIS GOAL AND WOULD ENCOURAGE CONGRESS TO CONTINUE THEIR 
COMMITMENT TO MINORITY ORGANIZATIONS. As PREVIOUSLY STATED IN THE 
STATEMENT PRESENTED BY KaREN TyNES ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 

Association of State Units on Aging (NASUA), \M has joined with 
fjasua in the establishment of a task force on minority aging services 
and employment, fwa feels this task force will provide leadership 
and guidance to our membership in enhancing services to the minority 
aged. n4a also has a discretionary grant from the administration on 
Aging with the goal to improve the capabilities of Area Agencies on 
Aging to more effectively target their resources to minority elderly 
IN greatest economic and social need. The project will identify viable 

STRATEGIES AND TECHNIQUES FOR IMPROVING OlDER AMERICAN AcT RESPONSIVE- 
ness at the community level to older minorities. 

The second reason relates to the need to translate public goals 

AND policy to AN INDIVIDUAL LEVEL, AnD THIS IS CLEARLY SOMETHING 
THAT IS NOT DONE BY AN ALLOCATION FORMULA OR BY PROGRAM GOALS, We 
MUST ENSURE THAT THE POLICIES AND THE RESOURCES ARE PROVIDED IN A 
UNIFORM, HUMANE WAY TO INDIVIDUALS, We OFTEN FORGET WHEN WE ARE 
TALKING DEMOGRAPHICALLY^ THAT THERE IS REALLY NO SUCH DEMOGRAPHIC 

INDIVIDUAL, Rather people have varying^ changing needs caused by 

BOTH INDIVIDUAL AS WELL AS ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS. 
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EaRLIER in my testimony, I MENTIONED THAT ELDER SERVICES OF THE 

Merrimack Valley provides services through a case management system. 
It is this strategy that I believe can be most effective in targeting 

SERVICES TO INDIVIDUAL OLDER PEOPLE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL. CaSE MANAGE- 
MENT IS ABLE TO EXAMINE THE INDIVIDUAL'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES! AND • 
BASED ON THOSE FACTORS^ DEVELOP A PLAN OF CARE THAT UTILIZES OUR 
LIMITED RESOURCES IN A f^NNER THAT REFLECTS THE ACTUAL CIRCUMSTANCES 
OF AN INDIVIDUAL RATHER THAN ON PROGRAMMING EFFORTS OR DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS, It ALSO ALLOWS THE FLEXIBILITY THAT IS NECESSARY TO 
MAKE JUDGEMENTS ABOUT INDIVIDUAL CLIENTS, THE SUPPORT THEY MAY BE 
RECEIVING FROM THEIR FAMILIES, AND THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE IN THE 
COMMUNITY. We need TO BE ABLE TO TRANSLATE THESE FORMULA FACTORS TO 
INDIVIDUALS. 

I WOULD LIKE ALSO TO SUGGEST THAT SUCH A STRATEGY OFTEN ALLOWS 
FLEXIBILITY IN LOOKING AT BOTH THE SHORT TERM AND LONG TERM IMPLICA- 
TIONS OF SERVICES INTERVENTION, It ALLOWS SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED TO 
A LESS IMPAIRED OLDER PERSON WHO, WITHOUT SUCH HEALTH AND SOCIAL 
SERVICES, WOULD BE LIKELY TO NEED GREATER LEVELS OF CARE IN THE FUTURE, 
AND POSSIBLY MORE EXPENSIVE CARE. 

Based on our experience, I would therefore like to make a number 

OF SUGGESTIONS. BEFORE WE ADVOCATE FURTHER TARGETING LANGUAGE IN 
THE Act, we must first be more explicit ABOUT OUR COLLECTIVE EXPECTA- 
TIONS FOR THE Older Americans Act, as well as its limitations, It 

SHOULD BE VIEWED IN THE CONTEXT OF OTHER FEDERAL AGING PROGRAMS AND 
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THEREFORE, SEEN FOR THE UNIQUE FLEXIBILITY IT OFFERS. It SHOULD ALSO 
NOT BE ASSUMED THAT SIMPLY BECAUSE THE ONLY ELIGIBILITY FACTOR IS AGE, 

THE Act should serve anyone who is over the age of 60, Rather, we 
need to be specific about first targeting programs and activities 
to those we want and need to reach and secondly, those individuals 
who actually need those programs. i would respectfully suggest that 
rather than in-home/ access language we consider targeting both 
Title III-B and C to services that would be needed to develop 
community-based comprehensive long term services in conjunction with 

OTHER RESOURCES THAT MAY BE AVAILABLE LOCALLY. ThIS ALLOWS STATES THE 

programming flexibility to utilize these funds in conjunction with 
other resources to achieve the outcomes specified in the act. 

Secondly^ 1 would suggest that if we refocus our goals, then 
we must also refocus our allocation formulas to reflect those criteria 
that are indicators of those in greatest economic or social need, 
based again on the goals we have established. such formulas at the 
least, assure that resources are allocated equitably within states and 
establish the framework for making individualized decisions. 

fly final recommendation is related closely to the position paper 
of fwa regarding community-based long term care. i strongly support 
the positions outlined in that paper. specifically, as it relates to 
targeting, i would urge the committee to seriously consider the 
effectiveness of case management as a targeting strategy. aside from 
utilizing our resources in a manner that effectively allows us to 
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DEVELOP INDIVIDUAL PLANS OF CARE, CASE MANAGEMENT HAS OTHF:R BENEFITS 
RELATIVE TO TARGETING. It ALLOWS FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO EVALUATE 

Title III-B and III-C programs, as well as others, as to how 

EFFECTIVELY WE ARE MEETING AN INDIVIDUAL'S NEEDS. BasED ON THE FEED- 
BACK, IT HELPS IDENTIFY TO THE ArEA AgENCY THE EFFECTIVENESS AND 
APPROPRIATENESS OF OUR PROGAMS AND CONTINUES THEREFORE TO HELP US 
FOCUS OUR DELIVERY STRATEGIES. ThIS STRONG RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CLIEr 
MANAGEMENT AND COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT IS ESPECIALLY CRITICAL IN EFFEC- 
TIVELY TARGETING OUR RESOURCES TO THOSE OLDER PEOPLE THAT ARE IN 
GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED. I URGE THE COMMITTEE TO SERIOUSLY 
CONSIDER THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF \M RELATIVE TO CASE MANAGEMENT. 

There are two overriding issues that must also be addressed 

REGARDLESS OF THE VARIOUS STRATEGIES DEVELOPED TO TARGET. OnE 
RELATES TO THE ISSUE OF ACCESSIBILITY. We MUST ENSURE THAT ALL OUR 
PROGRAMS ENCOURAGE UTILIZATION BY MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUALS. 

Effective outreach efforts, as well as the steps already discussed 

ARE CRITICAL TO ENSURE THAT THOSE IN NEED HAVE ACCESS. I WOULD URGE 
THE COMMITTEE TO CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE EFFECTIVE LOCAL AND STATE 
COMMITMENTS TO THIS EFFORT THROUGH ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTIVES AND 
TRAINING INITIATIVES. N4A WILL ALSO CONTINUE THEIR EFFORTS IN THIS 
DIRECTION. 

The OTHER ISSUE IS ONE OF RESOURCES. TARGETING IS NEEDED 
BECAUSE OUR RESOURCES ARE LIMITED. AlL TOO OFTEN hOWEvER, REDUCED 
APPROPRIATIONS HAVE BEEN SEEN AS A TARGETING STRATEGY. I WOULD 
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SUGGEST THAT SUCH A STRATEGY IS PROBABLY THE MOST INAPPROPRIATE. It 
REDUCES THE EFFORTS OF PROGRAMS TO OFFER PREVENTIVE AND INTERVENTIVE 
SERVICES AND IT ENCOURAGES PEOPLE TO BECOME SICK BEFORE THEY RECEIVE 
ASSISTANCE, I DON'T BELIEVE THAT THIS IS A GOOD PUBLIC POLICY AND 
WOULD SUGGEST THAT APPROPRIATIONS BE VIEWED AS TO THEIR POTENTIAL 
IMPACT ON OUR ABILITY TO MEET THE EXPECTATIONS OF THE ACT, ThE 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS HAVE BEEN SENSITIVE TO THIS ISSUE AND HAVE 
MAINTAINED^ AND IN SOME CASESj INCREASED APPROPRIATIONS OF TiTLE III-B 
AND IIl-C. It is my hope that your past efforts will CONTINUE. 

Thank you for your support, Senator Grassley and for this 
opportunity. i would gladly respond to any questions or comments you 
or me.^^bers of the committee might have. 
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QULSTIONS F OR QmCE NCRAV \m\ SEN/VrOR QlARLhS GRA<^^l.hy 

1. I know in Massachusetts the state has invested ftinds in your home 
care program. Can >ou describe how Title III funds are used to 
conii)lement the state funds? In view of the existence of these 
state funds, how are Title III funds targeted? 

2. You indicate that you are in favor of a case management process 
which would tailor services to individual needs. Do you have 
any estimates of what proportion of area agencies are currently 
supporting case managenrcnt systems? 

3. You mention in your statement that different goals require different 
targeting strategies. Now, the Older Americans Act has multiple 
goals and it may be unrealistic to think that we will be able to 
develop nore unitary or focused goals for it. 

Would you argue that different targeting strategies should be 
developed for different parts of the Act? 

4. A related concern that your testimony raises is that different services 
might have different priority in the Act and that change in the priority 
accorded to particular services would necessarily chance the priority 
received under the Act by particular groups. I presume from your 
statement that you would prefer to see higher priority placed on the 
long-tem care programs which served the impaired elderly? 

liow would you accomplish this? Would you deemphasize the place of 
the other programs in the Act? Or would you reallocate the funds 
authorized for the various titles and prograjns of the Act to deemphasice, 
say, the nutrition program, while increasing the amounts authorized 
tor the long-term care portions of the Act? 

5. Of the possible federal level options identified by Dr. Binstock as 
having high potential or being worth consideration for targeting 
for economic or social need, do any strike vou as particularly worth 



ERJC 145 



141 



RESPONSES TO FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS OF SENATOR GRASSIEY BY GEORGE S. HORAN 



Response to Question ff] 

In our State. Title /II funds are used In two ways. The first and most 
prevalent is to complement the existing availability of resources. As I 
said In my testimony, the Older Americans Act should be looked at In the 
context of all resources that are being utilized at the locel level. 
Because Title III funds offer flexibility In local decision making, they 
can be used to complement the existing local service delivery system. 
For our example, our agency awards 50^^ of our Title lll-B that provides 
health screening and maintenance clinics, and provides home visits to 
those not covered by Medicaid or other funding sources. These services 
are needed as determined by local people; but. If not for Title III. they 
would not be available as no other funding mechanism Is currently avail- 
able to provide for this resource. Other services we offer under 
Title ill include legal services, adult protective services, mental health 
services, guardianship services, and volunteer transportation services. 
Many of these services are utilized by our casemanagers to complement 
our state-funded services, in addition, we also utilize Medicaid funds 
for other services. 

The second purpose for which funds are used are to help initiate new 
services until other resources can be utilized. We have funded transporta- 
tion services until they were provided by regional transit authorities; 
mental health services until they were funded by state funds. This alloivs 
the Older Americans funds to stimulate service development. 

These funds are targeted, then. In two ways. The first is through 
our allocation process that examines the needs of older residents in the 
Merrimack Valley, the resources that are available and. based on that, 
complements those resources in a programatic sense. This, then. Is 
further translated to individuals targeted through casemanagemen t and 
other outreach strategies that utilize senior aides, service providers 
and their location, public education and Information and referral. It is 
this collective approach to reach individuals that, therefore, helps us 
evaluate the appropriateness of cur progamatic decisions and ensures that 
services are accessible. Casemanagement then ensures the appropriateness 
of these services. This relationship between client management and 
programatic management is critical to effectively evaluate our targeting 
effectiveness as well as the quality and effectiveness of our Programming 
dec i slons . 

Response to Question fi2 

While I strongly support casemanagement as c> targeting strategy, it 
is also effective in evaluating the appropriateness and anwunt of services, 
and can help control the problems associated with a fee for service system. 
Such a casemanagement system, therefore, helps us effectively manage limited 
resource in a number of ways, including targeting. 
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Question #2 (continued) 

Recent data collected from the N^A data base Indicates that 
approve I ma tely ^2^ of the area agencies on aging nationwide are providing 
casemanagemcnt either directly or through contract. Approximately 
$7 million dollars are being spent with the average befng $ll6,A90. 
36. 5^^ of these funds are Title lll-B; 25. U are state; 10.6S5 are Social 
Service Block Grants, and the remainder come from city, county or private 
resources. 

I believe these figures show a strong commitment toward casemanagemcnt, 
and Indicate that were changes to be made In the Act, compliance would not 
be difficult. 

Response to Questions ^3 and U 

\ have taken the liberty of responding to those questions together 
since, as you pointed out, they share a related concern. 

Area Agencies on Aging currently utilize multiple targeting strategies 
to ensuie older people have acces? to the range of services being offered 
In each PSA around the country. These strategies may involve allocation 
formulas, outreach. Information and referral, marketing, bilingual brochures, 
etc. All of these are effective In themselves, but none offer the ability 
to provide Individual assessment and resource mobilization. Casemanagemen t 
has the ability to ensure that an Individual's needs wilt be met In a 
comprehensive way, utilizing all resources available at the local leve . 
Casemanagemen t , 1 believe, when utilized with clear goal expectations, 
realistic allocation formula, and good planning, can meet the needs of 
an Act with multiple goals. It can do so because casemanagemcnt matches 
resources to needs. It ensures that services are appropriate to individuals 
while other targeting strategies such as allocation formulas, service 
program and location and outreach only assure accessibility. Casemanagemen t 
takes it one step further. It is not a substitute for these strategies 
but rather extends them to individuals. 

Further, I was not suggesting that particular services, i.e., 
nutrition should be de*emphas i zed , or receive less priority. I do not see 
this as a choice between nutrition or long-term care. Rather, 1 see 
convnuni ty- based long-term care as the overall goal. All the programs In 
the Act should be seen as part of a community-based, long-term care system. 
Each service Is a priority, none more or less so than others. However, the 
more we focus on Individual services, the more difficult It becomes to see 
them as part of an overall system. We should not see nutrition clients, or 
legal clients, or In-home or health clients. Rather, we should see community- 
based, long-term care clients who, based on an Individual Izer^ assessment of 
needs and resources, are receiving nutrition services, or leial servi ces,e tc. 
We must fit the services to the needs of Individuals, not fl. the needs of 
people to the services being offered, because they have been -dentifled as 
a priori ty . 
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Responses to Follow-up Questions of Senator Grassley by George S. Moran 
Page 3 

(Questions ff} and (continued) 

It, therefore, docs not become a question of shifting resources from 
program to program, but rather having the fle;<ibillty to utilize all 
available resources (and not just Title I ll-B or C) so area agencies may 
better serve those older individuals, particularly those minority and 
low-Income persons In need of a system of community care services. 

Response to Question ffS 

Dr. Binstock has offered many worthwhile suggestions in his testimony. 
One thing cotcs across in his testimony howeve r ; " that . whatever policy 
changes selected at the federal level, there must also be corresponding 
policy changes at the state and local level. Based on that, I would 
suggest option two of his three high potential strategies (p. 12) be 
pursued In the context of long-term care. Rather than mandating speci- 
fic services, mandating a service delivery system made up of specifically 
targeted services and strategies may be as effective. In addition, 
I would also suggest that In determining the need for such specific 
services, the availability and adequacy of other resources for older 
people at the local level be considered. In this way, Title lll-B and C 
and, therefore, the Act are seen as part of an overall service delivery 
system that maximizes local resources, and allows flexibility in 
utilizing Older Americans Act funds. 

Such a flexibility is critical when one considers Dr. Binstock's 
views In targeting to those in social need. Individual assessment and 
care planning, utilizing all available resources, allows consideration of 
both social and economic factors, particularly as they may result in 
functional impairment. 
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Senator Grassley. Mr. Moyer? 
Mr. Moyer. Thank you. 

As you indicated, Senator Grassley, I am the president of the Na- 
tional Association of Nutrition and Aging Services Programs. I am 
also a nutrition project director in the Seattle King County area of 
the State of Washington. 

I wish to begin my testimony by making two points. One, that 
targeting can be achieved without changing current eligibility re- 
quirements, and two, that problems associated with any change in 
eligibility preclude making such changes. 

I will end my testimony by commenting specifically on ways in 
which targeting could be improved at the local level. 

First, a definition. Targeting may be defined as "those efforts- 
all efforts— that insure that Older American Act services reach 
those older persons in the greatest social and economic nejed." Tar- 
geting can be achieved without changing eligibility, because we see 
it happening now. Older people who participate in nutrition serv- 
ices, be they congregate or home-delivered, do so out of need, not 
out of eligibility. In the nutrition programs currently, the average 
age at a congregate site is 73; home-delivered is 78. Low-income," 
is defined as below the poverty level as established by the Bureau 
of Census, is 60 percent congregate, and 66 percent home-delivered. 
Those who live alone, 55 percent congregate, 61 percenl home-deliv- 
ered. Minority participation in both programs is 19 percent. These 
are national figures. 

Problems that would be associated with any change in eligibility 
include among others, the very probable loss of volunteer support 
at congregate nutrition sites. Currently, over 85 percent of the total 
staff support nationally is provided by volunteers in both the con- 
gregate and the home-delivered meal programs. Most of the volun- 
teers are the younger, more ambulatory older persons, who decide 
that they are still able to contribute their services for others. Vol- 
unteers report that they wish to "pay their fair share." Many of 
them pay their fair share at congregate sites by offering their vol- 
unteer services. 

I am concerned that if we were to change the eligibility, we 
would seriously erode the volunteer support from these younger 
older people. 

There are a number of implementation difficulties related to any 
change in eligibility. If the current eligibility were changed, we 
would be required at congregate sites to put up hoops— one for age, 
one for income, one for language, one for old age— then, require 
that older people iump through these hoops to receive their serv- 
ices. Mv ^uess is that many would stay home, rc^ther than to relin- 
quish their pride for a meal. 

There is a related problem, and it is the one where people that 
we have been serving who may be over 60 now, but under whatever 
age might be determined to be the new eligibility age. Would we 
''grandfather" grandmother? 

Costs. In my written testimony, I detailed what I considered the 
staffing cost to be at a congregate nutrition site, assuming we were 
to change any of the eligibility requirements. I will not detail them 
here. My conservative estimate, which considered only staffing 
costs, would result in the loss of over 4 million meals nationally. I 
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am convinced that it may be far more efficient to feed the nontar- 
geted persons rather than to try to screen them out. 

There is no question that improvements can be made in target- 
ing Older American Act services to those in the greatest social and 
economic need. Nationally, targeting is achieved primarily through 
outreach, information and referral services, and through the sta- 
tioning of services in areas where the most vulnerable targeted in- 
dividuals may live. I would like to share an example that has oc- 
curred in King County, my home county, on how this can work. 

We examined the total county area by census tract, looking at 
three things. We looked at persons who were 60 years of age or 
over, persons who were members of a minority racial group, and 
persons who were low-income. We employed a weighted formula, 
giving 1 weiffht for a person over 60, 5 for a person who was a mi- 
nority, and 10 for a person who was low-income, so that a person 
who was over 60, minority and low-income was weighted as if that 
person were 16. We then laid this weighted formula grid across the 
county, by community to determine where our services ought to be 
being offered based on the weighted formula. We then used that 
grid to determine where we wished to open new sites or where we 
wished to increase services so that we could be assured of reaching 
the target individuals. Additionally, the area agency on aging in 
Seattle/King County, as well as we service providers and minority 
organizations, have established service goals in all service con- 
tracts, goals for minority participation, and goals for low-income. 
These are done within the present language of the Older Ameri- 
cans Act, allow the local area flexibility, and at the same time, do 
not exclude a group not so mentioned at the national level in tar- 
geting efforts. 

I -.Tiust agree with Dr. Binstock that targeting can best be 
achieved when the goals are set at the local level, as well as the 
determinations as to which groups should be targeted. 

The older people of this Nation are a proud people. They have 
been through better times than these, and they have been through 
worse times than these. They, for the most part, are best able to 
determine for themselves what services they need and what serv- 
ices they do not need. Our task is to give them that choice that pre- 
serves their worth, dignity, and independence. 

Thank you. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moyer and responses to ques- 
tions of Senator Grassley follow:] 
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Mri Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Aging j 

1 AM William Mover, a Nutrition Project Director, in the Seattle/King 
County Area of the State of Washington. I am also the President of 
THE National Association of Nutrition and Aging Services Programs 

(NANASP). I THANK YOU, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

Nutrition and Aging Services Programs for your invitation to testify 

ON THE SUBJECT OF "TARGETING Sc^RCE RESOURCES UnDER ThE OlDER 

Americans Act". 

In the formulation of National Public Policy, in this instance the 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT, THE ISSUE OF "FOR WHOM 
SERVICES ARE TO BE PROVIDED" IS EQUAL IN IMPORTANCE TO THE ISSUE OF 
"what SERVICES ARE TO BE PROVIDED", SINCE, HISTORICALLY, THE TWO 
ISSUES ALWAYS OCCUR TOGETHER. ThE ISSUE OF GREATEST IMPORTANCE TO 

THIS Committee, however, appears to be the "who" rather than the 



In these times of federal fiscal austerity regarding Human Service 
Social Programs, coupled with the changing National demographic 
data which indicates both increasing numbers as well as percentage 

OF PERSONS OVER THE AGE OF SIXTY (i.E.), "ThE GRAYING OF AmERICA", 
THE ISSUE OF TARGETING AS IT RELATES TO THE OlDER AMERICANS ACT 
TAKES ON ADDED SIGNIFICANCE. ThE USSUE BEFORE THIS SUBCOMMITTEE 
IS NOT WHETHER TO TARGET, BUT RATHER HOW BEST TO TARGET LIMITED 
RESOURCES SUCH THAT SERVICES PROVIDED UNDER THE ACT GET TO THOSE 
PERSONS IN GREATEST ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL NEED. 

The ISSUE of targeting is not new to those of us who work with the 
Older Americans Act. The Act, since its inception in 1965, 
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identified persons age sixty or older as eligible to receive services 
provided through the act. as early as 1972, the act which authorized 
A National Nutrition Program for the Elderly, identified a target 

POPULATION WHICH INCLUDED LOW INCOME, MINORITY, ISOLATED AND FRAIL 

INDIVIDUALS, Since 1973, the Act has stressed that services be 
targeted to those individuals in "greatest social and economic 
need". Throughout the history of the Act, however, the eligibility 
age has remained at sixty, or in some instances, the spouse of a 
person aged sixty or over, 

The National /Association of Nutrition and Aging Services Programs 
feels strongly that the eligibility age remain as it has always 
been - age sixty and over and that means testing not be employed 

AS A CONDITION FOR THE RECEIPT OF SERVICES UNDER THE ACT. WE FEEL 
THAT TARGETING CAN BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT CHANGING ELIGIBILITY AND 
STRESS THE IMPORTANCE TO THE COMMITTEE OF KEEPING THE ISSUE OF 
ELIGIBILITY AND TARGETING SEPARATE, 

We F£EL THAT TARGETING CAN BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT CHANGING ELIGIBILITY 
BECAUSE WE SEE IT HAPPENING NOW, OlDER PERSONS, WHO PARTICIPATE IN 
OUR CONGREGATE AND HOME-DELIVERED MEAL PROGRAMS DO SO OUT OF NEED, 
NOT SIMPLY BECAUSE THEY ARE ELIGIBLE, DeSPITE THE FACT THAT THE 

eligibilitv age is sixty, the average age, nationally, in congpegate 
Nutrition Programs is 73^^^ The average age in Home-Delivered Heal 
Programs is 7S^^\ 

In terms of low income, defined as an income level at or below the 
poverty threshold/ established by the bureau of the census, 6055 of 
THE Congregate Meal participants and 561E of the Home-Delivered Meal 
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participants are so defined^^\ 

In terms of isolation or social need> 552 of the congregate and 51X 

OF THE HOME-DELIVERED. PARTICIPANTS LIVE ALONE^^\ WiTH REGARD TO 
MINORITY PARTICIPATION, WHILE THE NATIONAL AVERAGE OF MINORITIES TO 
THE GENERAL POPULATION FOR PERSONS OVER THE AGE OF SIXTY FALLS BETWEEN 
12 AND 13 PERCENT, DEPENDING UPON THE SOURCE, THE AVERAGE PARTICIPATION 
IN BOTH CONGREGATE AND HOME-DELIVERED MEAL PROGRAMS IS 192 ACCORDING 

TO THE Administration on Aging Office of Program Operations Division 
OF Operations Analysis for fiscal year 1981. 

It is the position of NANASP that these figures can be significantly 
improved upon through: the stationing or location of nutrition sites; 

TARGETING EMPHASIS IN THE ACT, WHICH SHOULD INCLUDE NEEDS ASSESSMENT, 
THE IDENTIFICATION OF SPECIAL GROUPS (I.E.), MINORITY, LOW INCOME, 
PERSONS OVER 75 YEARS OF AGE TO BE TARGETED AS WELL AS THE INCLUSION 

IN Area and State Plans as how emphasis will be placed to serve such 
groups; establishing target goals at the local LEVEL; AoA Program 
Instructions and initiatives; the sharing of "best practice'' models 
in serving target groups; and through improved technical assistance 

THROUGHOUT THE AGING NETWORK, WITHOUT CHANGING THE PRESENT ELIGIBILITY 
GUIDELINES FOR PARTICIPATION. 

A MAJOR CONCERN OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF NUTRJTjON AND AgING 

Services Programs is the very probable loss of volunteer support, 

SHOULD THE ELIGIBILITY FOR NUTRITION SERVICES BE CHANGED. VOLUNTEERS, 
MOST OF WHOM ARE THEMSELVES ELDERLY, CURRENTLY PROVIDE OVER 852 OF THE 

total staff support for congregate and home-delivered meal programs 
Many of these volunteers are the younger, more ambulatory elderly who 
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remain physically able to work in making services available for others. 
At Congregate Nutrition Sites^ some volunteers choose to contribute 

THEIR services IN LIEU OF THEIR LIMITED DOLLARS FOR THE RECEIPT OF A 

MEAL. While it is recognized that participants have the right to 

DECIDE FOR THEMSELVES HOW MUCH OR WHETHER TO MAKE ANY DONATION TOWARD 
the cost of the meal and that THEY WILL NOT BE DENIED SERVICE ON THE 
BASIS OF THEIR DONATION, MANY REPORT THAT THEY WISH TO "PAY THEIR 
FAIR share". If the eligibility age is RAISED, WE ARE VERY CONCERNED 

that many of the younger older persons who need the service will be 
denied the service and that the volunteer support from this population 
would be dramatically reduced. 

Other concerns, as we examine the topic of targeting scarce resources 
UNDER THE Older Americans Act, should Congress act to change eligibility 

FOR SERVICES UNDER THE ACT, IS THE IMPLEMENTATION DIFFUCULTY AND COSTS 
ASSOCIATED WITH SUCH CHANGES. WhILE THESE DIFFICULTIES AND COSTS WOULD 

be associated with eligibility changes for any of the services, they 
can be perhaps best illustrated at a congregate nutrition site, 

The average Congregate Nutrition Site serves approximately sixty meals 

PER DAY IN A GROUP SETTING - TYPICALLY A SENIOR CENTER OR ChURCH 
FACILITY, MEALS ARE GENERALLY SERVED AROUND NOON, AND MOST PARTICIPANTS 
ARRIVE WITHIN THE HOUR PRIOR TO MEAL SERVICE AND LEAVE WITHIN THE HOUR 
FOLLOWING THE MEAL SERVICE. If ELIGIBILITY WERE TO CHANGE TO MATCH 
TARGETED "tRULY NEEDY", WE AS SERVICE PROVIDERS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO 
PUT UP "hoops": one for AGE; ONE FOR INCOME; ONE FOR LANGUAGE; ONE FOR 
RACIAL OR ETHNIC MINORITY MEMBERSHIP; AND THEN ASK OLDER PERSONS TO 
"jump THROUGH THE HOGPS" TO RECEIVE THEIR MEALS. SuCH A PROCEDURE IS 
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NEITHER NECESSARY NOR DESIRABLE TO ACHIEVE TARGETING GOALS. We MUST 
NOT PUT UP BARRIERS TO THE ELDERLY THAT BLOCK THEIR ACCESS TO NEEDED 

SERVICES. Many, 1 fear, would stay home with their pride intact 

RATHER THAN RELINQUISH IT FOR A MEAlI 

Another difficulty, should eligibility age be changed, would be how 
best to handle participants that we have been serving who may be over 
sixty but under the new eligibility age. hould we "grandfather" 
Grandmother? 

Costs, perhaps more germaine to this Subcommittee than the difficulties 
experienced by service providers in implementing any changed eligibility 

REQUIREMENTS, ARE ANOTHER CONCERN I WISH TO SHARE WITH YOU. WhILE NO 

one knows, at this point, what the true costs might be if eligibility 
requirements were changed for services available under the act, 1 have 
made some estimates, only of increased staffing costs, which could be 
anticipated in the congregate nutrition programs. 

Let us assume that Congress decides to increase the eligibility age 
and irequire a sliding scale charge, based on ability to pay, for 
meals at a congregate nutrition site. first, we would need a person 

TO VERIFY ELIGIBILITY AT EACH NUTRITION SiTE. At THE MINIMUM, THIS 
WOULD REQUIRE ONE HOUR OF TIME PER DAY AND LET US ASSUME THAT WE 
WOULD PAY THE PERSON MINIMUM WAGE. ThIS WOULD COST 13,000 SiTES X 

$3.50 X 200 Service days per year « $9,100,000. Secondly, we would 

NEED A PERSON AT THE NUTRITION PROJECT LEVEL TO RECRUIT, TRAIN, 
EVALUATE AND MOTIVATE THE ELIGIBILITY WORKERS AS WELL AS TO DEVELOP 
POLICIES, PROCEDURES, FORMS, ETC. TO INSURE COMPLIANCE WITH AAA 
GUIDELINES AND SUB-CONTRACT TERMS. LeT US ASSUME THAT THIS WOULD 
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REQUIRE A TOTAL OF TWO WEEKS OF A PROJECT DIRECTOR'S TIME AND THAT 

THE Nutrition Director earns $15,000. per year. This would cost 
1,300 Nutrition Projects x $577. » $750,100. Third, we would most 
certainly need a AAA Monitor to write contract specifications, to 
review proposals, to check Sub-contractor performance, to offer some 
technical assistance where needed and to complete reports to the 
State Office on Aging, Let us assume that this would also require 
two weeks time and that the AAA Monitor salary is $18,000, per year. 
This would cost, 550 Area Agenceis x $592. « $^56,720. Without 
going any further in this example to include State Office staffing, 
aoa staffing, costs associated with replacing lost volunteer support, 
postage, untold reems of paper and the like we have already expended 
TO $10,305,820, Since the average cost per congregate meal is $2.5^ 

(7) 

Nationally'^', this represents a loss of 4,057,803 meals. We may 

find that is is far LESS EXPENSIVE TO FEED RATHER THAN TO SCREEN OUT 

the non-targeted participant, 

There are some who feel that a "tension" is inherent in the Older 
Americans Act by having an eligibility age of sixty years or older, 

WHILE AT the same TIME HAVING PROVISIONS IN THE ACT THAT TARGET 
services to SPECIAL GROUPS OF OLDER PERSONS IN GREATEST ECONOMIC AND 
SOCIAL NEED. As A SERVICE PROVIDER, I HAVE NO PROBLEM WITH THIS 
APPARENT TENSION. ThE OlDER AMERICANS ACT WAS NEVER INTENDED TO 
SERVE ALL PERSONS OVER THE AGE OF SIXTY, InDEED MOST PERSONS OVER 
THE AGE OF SIXTY DO NOT NEED NOR ARE THEY LIKELY EVER TO RECEIVE ANY 
OF THE SERVICES OFFERED THROUGH THE ACT, HOWtVER, SOME PEOPLE OVER 
THE AGE OF SIXTY DO NEED AND IN FACT DEPEND UPON SERVICES OF THE ACT 
TO MAINTAIN THE CHOICE OF INDEPENDENT LIVING. It IS FOR THESE 
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persons that the act does and should continue to serve. 

The National Association of Nutrition and Aging Services Programs 
supports the present definitions of greatest economic and social 
need and feels that the current language allows local projects the 

GREATEST FLEXIBILITY TO MEET THE INTENT OF THE ACT, We DO FEEL. 

however, that current language which implies targeting services to 
minority elderly should be strengthened. 

The older people of this Nation are a proud people. They have 
experienced better times than these and they have experienced worse 

TIMES THAN THESE, In MOST CASES, THEY ARE THE BEST ABLE TO DETERMINE 
FOR THEMSELVES THE SERVICES THEY NEED OR DO NOT NEED. OuR TASK IS 
TO INSURE THAT THERE REMAINS A CHOICE THAT PRESERVES THE WORTH, 
DIGNITY AND MAXIMAL INDEPENDENCE FOR OUR OLDER CITIZENS. 



(1) KiRscHNER Associates, Inc, " Longitudinal Evaluation of Nutrition 
Services for the Elderly " (DHHS Contract No. 105-77-3001). 

(2) Administration on Aging Office of Program Operations Division 
of Operations Analysis, "Older Americans Act - National Summary 

OF Program Performance, Fiscal Year 1981" (Comm. Pub. No. 97-352). 
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Charles E. Grassley, Chairman 

Subconsnlttoe on Aging 

Conmittee on Labor and Human Resources 

United States Senate 

Washington. D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you. again, for the opportunity to respond 
in writing to the two following Supplemental 
questions : 

1. Mr. Moyer, on page 3 of your testimony 
you indicate that the participation of 
certain groups in programs under the 
Act can be improved in a number of ways, 
including needs assessment. Can you 
explain how the needs assessment function 
would take place, who would do it and how 
decisions would be made as to who would 
receive services first ? 

2. Of the possible federal level options 
identified by Dr. Binstock as having high 
potential or being worth consideration 
for targeting for economic or social need, 
do any strike you as particularly worth 
pursuing? 

In response to the first question regarding needs 
assessment, this function should take place at 
the local level. Preferably needs assessment 
would be performed by the Area Agency on Aging 
since this is a traditional role of Area Agencies 
in the development of their Area Plan. I would 
recommend the establishment of a Needs Assessment 
Task Force, with broad conBmjnity representation 
to include consumers, service providers and other 
appropriate persons. 

The Task Force would examine the comnunity needs, 
current services, unmet needs, service gaps and 
underserved areas or groups. In addition, the 
Task Force would establish priorities through 
seeking conmunity input and Justify their plan 
publicly. The decisions as to who would be served, 
who would be targeted, what services would be 
offered, etc. would flow from this public input 
and decision process . 
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The second question concerns possible "federal level, options*' 
worth pursuing. On those options presented by Dr. Binstock, 
I would recommend option 2, "StrenRthen Lancunp,e for Service 
Preference". This option which could apply equally to those 
In "greatest economic need" as well as those In "greatest 
social need" has several advantages. It does not change cur- 
rent eligibility, It Is a logical extension to current language, 
it does not require a major Increase in federal funds, and it 
Is more effective, in my opinion, regarding targeting, than it 
is determined to be by Dr. Binstock. 

Although this response Is brief, I hope it Is helpful. 



Senator Grassley. I appreciate all of your testimony. Each of you 
at your different levels have helped in the fine administering of 
this act, and are now turning your attention to how it can be im- 
pro\ed, or at least, reaffirmed, if that is the conclusion that we 
come to. 

Do you all agree that the Older Americans Act should remain 
open to all older Americans, while at the same time giving pre- 
ferred status to certain groups of older people? And in regard to 
that, do any of you have any reservations about the whole subject 
of the premise of the question of targeting, while still having it 
available to all older Americans? 



Ms. Tynes. Yes, I believe the Older Americans Act should be 
available, funding through that, and services through the act 
should be available to anyone 60 years of age and older, with spe- 
cific groups targeted, especially socially and economically disadvan- 
taged. 

Senator Grassley. Russ? 

Mr. MoRAN. I would concur with Karen's comments, I think, as I 
said in my testimony, the act has to be viewed in the context that 
it is not standing by itself as the only program for services for 
older people. Many of the services that we offer in our program are 
to sonie degree targeted by other criteria, such as eligibility, and 
both title III-B and C give us unique flexibility to manipulate that 
system and put some of those services where there are gaps, that 
allows us both to do the targeting, but still allows us to reach those 
people that may not be categorically eligible under other programs. 
I think that flexibility is very important to us at the local level. 

Senator Grassley. Mr. Moyer? 

Mr. Moyer. I concur, also. I think it is possible to target services 
and keep the eligibility age for all. 
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Senator Grassley. Do each of you feel that you are provided ade- 
quate support at the present time for your targeting activities from 
the Administration on Aging? 

Karen— that is not meant to be a difficult question. 

Ms. Tynes. Well, as you know, currently, we are operating on a 
mixed bag of regulations, and at times, that provides some confu- 
sion. But what it also provides is a great deal of flexibility to State 
and area agencies on aging. 

Mr. MoRAN. We certainly have the flexibility. I think there are 
times that additional direction, both in terms of data collection and 
accountability— I think that is one of the issues that I am con- 
cerned about — we certainly have to be accountable primarily to the 
older people in our area. There has to be some upward accountabil- 
ity, both to the State and to the Administration on Aging, and ulti- 
mately, to Congress, as to our activities. I think in that regard, in 
terms of more uniform data collection, might be one area that 
might be looked at. 

Senator Grassley. Mr. Moyer? 

Mr. Moyer. I am not certain. AOA and service providers rarely 
have an opportunity to talk with each other. But at the local level, 
most of our support— and there is considerable support for target- 
ing—is brought to us from the AAA. 

Senator Grassley. I ought to ask you for any suggestions of 
how— you mentioned targeting— but to what extent could thej^ be 
more helpful to you— what sort of resources could they provide? 
You said data collection was one. 

Mr. Moran. I think maybe some other, certainly national initia- 
tives, working with State units, particularly working with AOA in 
their support of the national minority organizations in developing 
strategies to assist local area agencies, to better identify outreach 
strategies, employment, affirmative action strategies, developing 
minority contractors. I think those are issues that the Administra- 
tion on Aging can be most helpful to us in setting policy direction 
and developing grants and activities that will help us at the local 
level and continuing those efforts. 

Ms. Tynes. I agree with Russ. I also think that the Administra- 
tion on Aging could be more helpful to the State units on aging by 
being more specific as to the kind of data it needs in order to make 
some determinations and recommendations. Currently, that is 
rather vague, and it is interpreted probably 57 ways throughout 
the United States, and we need, I think, some additional direction 
in that area. 

Mr. Moyer. It may be helpful to have the Administration on 
Aging determine what kind of information it needs. Those of us col- 
lecting data at the point of service provision seem to be collecting a 
tremendous amount of data. I am not sure how much of that data 
gets to AOA and how much gets back, but I cannot imagine us 
having to collect more data than we are currently collecting. So, I 
do not have a problem. I think data collection ought to be clear, 
but I do not know how to make it consistent across all the States. 

Senator Grassley. I hope each one of you are familiar with the 
Federal Council on Agings targeting studies, and you did hear the 
chairman's presentation this morning. 
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Do each of you endorse the Federal Councils targeting propos- 
als? 

Ms. Tynes. Basically, I can be supportive of that, and I can espe- 
cially be supportive of the fact and the recommendation by the 
Federal Council on Aging that State units puLMcize their interstate 
funding formula and be held accountable for that funding formula. 
I think that is an excellent idea and for those States who are not 
currently doing it, I think it is an excellent way of publicizing how 
Federal funds are being targeted. 

Mr. MoRAN. I would concur, particularly on the publication of 
the funding formula. That is how it is done in Massachusetts. The 
only disadvantage that it has is that there is so much participation 
by local area agencies as to the criteria based on our local perspec- 
tives, that we get into a situation sometimes that, **I will cut your 
throat if you cut my throat." That is one of the risks of having that 
much participation, but I think I would rather insure that there is 
always that participation and that accountability as to the criteria 
that is being used and the publicity for that criteria. 

Mr. Mover. I, too, support the Federal Council disclosure compo- 
nent, with local reviews on the intrastate funding formula. I am 
torn on placing emphasis on low-income, minority, female, rural 
and/or disabled older persons. My concern is not that those ought 
not to be targeted groups. My concern is, that as we make a laun- 
dry list of those groups to be targeted, that there are going to be 
some groups left off of it I prefer that specific targeting decisions 
be made at the local level, within the present language of the act. 

Senator Grassley. Well, you just answered on your part the next 
question I was going to ask. How do the other two of you feel about 
putting the definition of "greatest social need and greatest econom- 
ic need'' in the statute, as opposed to regulations? 

Ms. Tynes. I think serious consideration should be given to the 
joint efforts of NASUA and N4A's task force that I discussed in the 
position paper from NASUA. A great deal of research has been 
done, and a great deal of work has been done with the minority 
agencies, to develop that position statement. And I do hope that 
Congress considers that as they get into the reauthorization of the 
act. 

Mr. MoRAN. I would not be opposed to having that put statutori- 
ly. Again, I think it helps in terms of developing a policy frame- 
work. It helps the decisions at the local and Stat'^ level. It makes 
the intent of Congress, if you will, very clear and helps us in our 
decisionmaking. 

Senator Grassley. Mr. Moran, what does data from the National 
AAA's data base show about the percentages of socially or economi- 
cally most needy who are served by AAA's? 

Mr. MoRAN. I am not familiar in detail with all that. I can get 
that information. But my understanding is that the information 
does show that there is targeting going on currently, both through 
allocation of resources, as well as the numerous new case manage- 
ment systems; that to a large extent, many groups are being served 
in larger numbers than they exist in the population. I think that to 
some degree, that represents the efforts of service providers and 
the area agencies working together to identify those groups. Cer- 
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tainly, more can be done, but I think that there is substantial 
effort going on already. 

Mr. Moyer, a targeting issue for nutrition programs is whether 
meals programs adequately respond to the special dietary needs of 
mmority people. Could you comment on that, please? 

Mr. Mover. That varies across the country. If I can use my own 
project as an example, we do have, in our congregate meal pro- 
gram, several minority programs— a Japanese, a Filipino, a Chi- 
nese, a Chicano— that we have worked with the area agency and 
with minority organizations to develop. We do a similar thing in 
the home-delivered, to try to meet the particular needs of the mi- 
nority elderly. I vyill say that the program in Seattle, the home-de- 
livered program, is a frozen program, and we are just now develop- 
ing ethnic meals in that program, as well that can be delivered 
frozen to serve the needs of minority persons. 

Senator Grassley. 1 also would like to comment about the strong 
views you stated about means testing, and I would like to hopefully 
satisfy your concern by stating that as far as I know, there is no 
movement on the Hill or at least, on the part of this committee, to 
introduce a means test into the Older Americans Act. 

Mr. Moyer. That is very good news. Senator. 

Senator Grassley. Also, I would like to say to you, Mr. Moyer, 
that you know the administration has directed a policy of encour- 
aging contributions from program participants. As a nutrition pro- 
grani director, you are in a position to see what effect this has had 
on the participation of the most needy in the various programs 
sponsored under the act. I would like to have your view of what 
that effect has been— positive, negative, or any description you 
want to give of it. 

Mr. Moyer. I am not sure I can speak from a national perspec- 
tive. I can speak from a perspective locally. The initiative to in- 
crease contributions from the Administration on Aging came to us 
in King County long after we had been increasing our donations to 
the point that we felt that they could not be increased any further. 
Our donations went in about a 9-year period from approximately 
40 cents a meal, as an average in the congregate program to an av- 
erage of almost $1, prior to the time that the AOA initiative came 
out. We have not increased our donations since that initiative came 
out, because we feel that enough is enough. There is a limit as to 
how much one can reasonably expect to receive in donations from 
a person, particularly if we are trying to target those in greatest 
economic need, and at the same time, not drive them away from 
the sites. 

Senator Grassley. Well, I am going to have to apologize because 
I have eight more questions that I needed to run by you, but I am 
going to have to submit those in writing to each one of you, be- 
cause I am going to be testing the patience of the next panel. We 
have five more people who have to give testimony, and I have some 
questions for them. So I will send the additional questions— there 
are some to each one of you— and I would appreciate it very much 
if you could respond in 15 days; would that be all right? 

Mr. Moyer. Certainly. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you very much. We appreciate your ex- 
pertise. 
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Mr. Mover. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. MoRAN, Thank you. 

Ms. Tynes. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Grassley. This last panel— and 1 will ask each of you to 
come as I introduce you— will present the perspectives of some of 
the groups which are or have been targeted under the Older Amer- 
icans Act. 

Mr. David Affeldt is substituting for Ms. Carmela Lacayo and is 
representing a major national organization for Hispanic older 
people. 

Ms. Anne Turpeau is representing the National Caucus and 
Center on Black Aged, and is substituting for Mr. Samuel Sim- 
mons, its president. Anne is treasurer of the Caucus. 

Louise Ka.nikawa is director of the National Pacific/Asian Re- 
source Center on Aging and has come all the way here from Wash- 
ington to be with us— although coming all the way from Washing- 
ton does not seem to be much more difficult than coming from the 
Midwest since we have had deregulation of airplanes. Louise, we 
appreciate the effort you have made to be here with us today. 

Mr. Alfred Elgin is the executive director of the National Indian 
Council on Aging and has el^o come a long way to be with us 
today. He will be able to give us the point of view of his organiza- 
tion on possible changes needed in title VI of the act, as well as its 
general targeting provisions. 

And lastly, we have Mr. Alan Ackman, president of the Assist- 
ance Group for Human Resources Development. You have done a 
great deal of work over the years in the area of the impaired elder- 
ly- 

So I would like to have you proceed, and then if we have time, I 
want to ask a few questions of each one of you. Would you go in 
the order that I have introduced you, please? 

STATEMENT OF DAVID AFFELDT, ON BEHALF OF ASOCIACION 
NACIONAL PRO PERSONAS MAYORES; ANNE B. TURPEAU, ON 
BEHALF OF NATIONAL CAUCUS AND CENTER ON BLACK AGED, 
INC.; LOUIS'?: M. KAMIKAWA, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PACIFIC/ 
ASIAN RESOURCE CENTER ON AGING; ALFRED ELGIN, EXECU- 
TIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INDIAN COUNCIL ON AGING, INC., 
AND ALAN ACKMAN, PRESIDENT, THE ASSISTANCE GROUP FOR 
HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Affeldt. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Asociacion Nacional Pro Personas Mayores is pleased to 
present testimony at this hearing on targeting resources under the 
Older Americans Act. We realize that your time is limited, and 
consequently, I shall summarize my statement. I ask unanimous 
consent, though, that the full text be included in the record. 

Senator Grassley. Let me say that will be the case for each one 
of you, if you missed my original announcement. 

Mr. Affeldt. We also have some additional materials that we 
would like to submit for the record. 

Senator Grassley. OK. If they are not too voluminous, we will 
include them, as well. 

Mr. Affeldt. They will not be. Senator. 
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The Asociacion believes that the 1984 amendments should target 
more services to older Hispanics, Blacks, Pacific Asians, Native 
Americans, and other minority groups. Practically everv authorita- 
tive equity study concludes that aged minorities have been under- 
served in supportive services and income maintenance programs, 
especially when services or benefits are matched against the minor- 
ity elderly's needs. I want to underscore that last point. 

We have basically six recommendations that we believe can im- 
prove the Older Americans Act in terms of serving older minorities 
more effectively. One relates to report language^ and the remaining 
five are statutory. 

First, we urge that the subcommittee incorporate report lan- 
guage emphasizing administrative actions that can be taken to 
make the Older Americans Act more responsive to older minori- 
ties. We have several listed in the document that we prepared for 
improving the Older Americans Act in terms of serving older mi- 
norities. I would like to summarize very briefly some of the recom- 
mendations: 

No. 1. Vigorous outreach activities should be undertaken to 
locate Hispanics and other older minorities. 

No. 2. Area agencies on aging should attempt to place more serv- 
ices and benefit programs in neighborhoods with high concentra- 
tions of low-income minority older persons. 

No. 3. Hiring of more bilingual staff should be encouraged by 
local offices on aging and service providers. This is a very key rec- 
ommendation. 

Second, the current language requiring State and area agencies 
on aging to target services to persons with the greatest economic or 
social needs should be replaced. 

We recommend that there be specific language, spelling out very 
cl arly in title Ilf, that minority, Indian, and limited English- 
speaking elderly persons are prioiity groups for receiving title III 
services. We think it is important to identify minorities as priority 
groups, because currently, minorities are not receiving services in 
relation to their need for services. They represent only about 18 
percent of all title III recipients. 

Third, the standard for targeting services should be based on the 
need for services, instead of proportionality or some other criteria. 
Proportionality is simple to understand and to administer, but it 
can produce obvious incongruities. For example, more than 26 per- 
cent of all older families had income above $20,000 in 1980, include 
ing 3.3 {>ercent exceeding $50,000. No one is seriously arguing that 
this more affluent aged group should receive 26 percent of the serv- 
ices under the Older Americans Act because their needs are simply 
not as great as those of the minority elderly. 

Fourth, new language should be added to title II of the Older 
Americans Act, directing the Administration on Aging and State 
and area agencies on aging, to take affirmative action lo promote 
expanded opportunities for training, employment, and contracts for 
aged minorities and minority service providers. This should be ac- 
complished in consultation with national minority aging organiza- 
tions, local minority aging organi;:ations, and leaders in minority 
communities and others with expertise in this area. 
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Fifth, we recommend that a monitoring unit be established, pref- 
erably with in AOA, to oversee the provisions for increased employ- 
ment, training, and contracting opportunities for minorities and to 
assist those who are trying to comply with these objectives. 

Sixth, we recommend that the Cranston amendment be restored. 
This amendment would promote training to prepare minorities for 
careers in the field of aging. It was dropped during the 1981 Older 
Americans Act Amendments when there was an attempt to consoli- 
date title IV and to boil it down to more simplified form. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Asociacion considers equity to 
be the number one issue for reauthorization of the Older Ameri- 
cans Act. We have presented recommendations which if appropri- 
ately implemented, can very definitely increase services for older 
Hispanics and other low-income older Americans. The Asociacion 
believes that these recommendations are workable and much- 
needed, and we urge the subcommittee to adopt these proposals. 

Afterwards, I would like to respond to some issues that were 
raised in prior testimony, relating to maintaining the status quo. 
But, for the time being, I would like to conclude and allow others 
to participate in this hearing. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lacayo and responses to ques- 
tions asked by Senator Grassley follow:] 
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, THE ASOCIACION 
NACIONAL PRO PERSONAS MAYORES IS PLEASED TO PRESENT TESTIMONY 
AT THIS HEARING ON *'TARGETING SCARCE RESOURCES UNDER THE 
OLDER AMERICANS ACT." 

WE REALIZE THAT YOUR TIME IS LIMITED. CONSEQUENTLY. 
WE SHALL KEEP OUR STATEMENT BRIEF-. IF ANY SUPPLEMENTAL 
INFORMATION IS NEEDED. THE ASOCI AC ION WILL, CF COUKSt. BH 
CLAD TO PROVIDE IT FOR THE HEARING RECORD. 



THE ASOCIACION BELIEVES THAT THE 198U AMENDMENTS SHOULD 
TARGET MORE SERVICES TO OLDER HISPANlCS, BLACKS, PACIFIC 
ASIANS, NATIVE AMERICANS, AND OTHER MINORITY GROUPS. PRACTICALLY 
EVERY AUTHORITATIVE EQUITY STUDY CONCLUDES THAT AGED MINORITIES 
HAVE BEEN UNDERSERVED IN SOCIAL SERVICES AND INCOME MAINTENANCE 
PROGRAMS, ESPECIALLY WHEN SERVICES OR BENEFITS ARE MATCHED 
AGAINST THE MINORITY ELDERLY'S NEEDS. 

THIS HAS BEEN CONFIRMED IN RESEARCH CONDUCTED BY DAVID 
CUTTMANN ("PERSPECTIVE ON EQUITABLE SHARE IN PUBLIC BENEFITS 
BY MINORITY ELDERLY"), AND THE INSTITUTE FOR HUMAN SERVICES 
MANAGEMENT ("THE MINORITY ELDERLY: EQUAL OPPORTUNITY - MYTH 
OR REALITY?"). LAST YEAR'S CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION REPORT 
ALSO REACHED A SIMILAR CONCLUSION. 

IN THE INTEREST OF TIME, MR. CHAIRMAN. THE ASOCIACION 
ASKS PERMISSION TO INSERT A SUMMARY OF PARTS I AND II OF THE 
CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION REPORT AND THE CUTTMANN STUDY IN 
THE HEARING RECORD AT THE END OF OUR STATEMENT. 



IMPROVING SERVICES FOR OLDER MINORITIES 
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THESE STUDIES PROVIDE POWERFUL REASONS TO STRENGTHEN 
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT TO INCREASE SERVICES FOR OLDER 
MINORITIES. THE STUDIES SHOW THAT EFFECTIVE AFFIRMATIVE 
ACTION HAS NOT YET BEEN TAKEN TO ASSURE THAT OLDER HISPANICS 
AND OTHER MINORITY ELDERLY RECEIVE SOCIAL SERVICES UNDER 
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT IN PROPORTION TO THEIR NEED. 



THE ASOCIACION RECOMMENDS THE FOLLOWING STEPS TO MAKE 
OAA TARGETING ACTIVITIES MORE EFFECTIVE. WE BELIEVE THAT 
THESE RECOMMENDATIONS ARE IMPORTANT. BUT JUST AS IMPORTANT 
IS OUR HOPE THAT THE OAA REPORT LANGUAGE WILL BE STRONG 
ENOUGH TO MOVE STATE AND AREA AGENCIES ON AGING TO ACT 
ON TARGETING RESOURCES TO THE NEEDIEST OLDER AMERICANS. 
TARGETING IS CURRENTLY LEFT TO THE GOOD WILL OF INDIVIDUALS. 
ONLY STRONG REPORT LANGUAGE CAN MAKE TARGETING THE SYSTEMATIC 
AND MANDATORY PROCESS IT SHOULD BE. 

TO BOLSTER MINORITY PARTICIPATION IN TITLE Ml SERVICES 
AND TO PROMOTE GREATER INVOLVEMENT BY MINORITY CONTRACTORS 
AS SERVICE PROVIDERS, WE RECOMMEND: 

W THAT THE SUBCOMMITTEE INCORPORATE REPORT LANGUAGE 
EMPHASIZING ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO MAKE 
THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT MORE RESPONSIVE TO OLDER MINORITIES. 
THESE ACTIONS SHOULD INCLUDE: 

A) MORE VIGOROUS OUTREACH ACTIVITIES TO LOCATE 



ASOCIACION'S STATUTORY RECOMMENDATIONS 



HISPANICS AND OTHER OLDER MINORITIES . 
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B) AREA AGENCIES ON AGING'S PLACEMENT OF MOKE SERVICES 
AND UENtFIT PROGRAMS IN NttGHBORMOOt)S WITH HIGH 
CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW INCOMi;. MINORITY OLDER PERSONS. 

C) MIRING OF MORE BILINGUAL STAFF BY LOCAL OFFICES ON 

AGING AND SERVICE PROVIDERS. THIS IS A KEY RECOMMENDATION. 
FULLY a; PERCENT OF OLDER HISPANICS NATIONWIDE ARE MONOLINGUAL 
IN SPANISH. ACCOROINC TO R( SI ARCH srUDIl S UY TMi ASt)CIACI(JN 
AND OTHERS. BILINGUAL SERVlCC PROVIDERS ARL EbStNTlAL FOR 
THESE OLDER PEOPLE TO 013TAIN MUCH NEEDED SERVICES. SURELY 
WE CANNOT EXPECT A LOW INCOME OLDER HISPANIC TO TAKE ENGLISH 
CLASSES IN ORDER TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR SERVICES. 

YET THE 1982 CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION STUDY OF MINORITY 
PARTICIPATION IN OAA PROGRAMS FOUND THAT THE ADMINISTRATION 
ON AGING HAS NO SPECIFIC CRITERIA FOR EMPLOYING BILINGUAL 
STAFF, AND THAT BILINGUAL STAFF V/ERE USUALLY ABSENT FROM 
ARE AGENCIES ON AGING EVEN WHEN THERE WAS A LARGE POPULATION 
OF LIMITED-ENGLISH SPEAKING ELDERLY IN THE SERVICE AREA. 

D) AN ADMINISTRATION ON AGING REQUIREMENT THAT 

AREA AGENCIES ON AGING WHOSE SERVICE AREAS CONTAIN 
A SIGNIFICANT POPULATION OF LIMITED-ENGLISH-SPEAKING 
OLDER PERSONS PROVIDE BILINGUAL ASSISTANCE TO THESE 
ELDERLY. (THIS REQUIREMENT COULD BE PART OF STATUTORY 
OR REPORT LANGUAGE.) 
2. THAT THE CURRENT LANGUAGE TO REQUIRE STATE AND AREA AGENCIES 

ON AGING TO TARGET SERVICES TO PERSONS WITH THE GREATEST ECONOMIC 
OR SOCIAL NEEDS" BE REPLACED. A NEW AND STRONGtR STANDARD 
SHOULD BE INCORPORATED INTO SiXTlONS J05 (a) [2] (L) AND 
i06 {0 ) ( >) lA). SECTION 300 [a] [2] [L] SHOULD BE REPLACED BY 

THL roi.i.owiNr. 
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"(E) PROVIDE ASSURANCES THAT MINORITY. INDIAN. AND 

LIMITED ENGLISH-SPEAKING INDIVIDUALS WILL BE PRIORITY 
GROUPS FOR RECEIVING TITLE III SERVICES. MINORITY. 
INDIAN. AND LIMITED ENGLISH-SPEAKING INDIVIDUALS 
SHALL RECEIVE SERVICES ON THE OASIS OF THEIR NEED 
FOR SERVICES, AFTER A COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
SHALL BE UNOfcRTAKEN EXPEDITIOUSLY TO ASSURE THE 
PROMPT IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS PROVISION." 



SECTION 306 (o) ( S) (A) SHOULD BE CHANGED TO READ: 
"(A) PROVIDE ASSURANCES THAT THE MINORITY ELDERLY. 
INDIAN, AND LIMITED ENGLISH-SPEAKING INDIVIDUALS 
WILL BE PRIORITY GROUPS FOR RECEIVING TITLE 111 
SERVICES AND INCLUDE PROPOSED METHODS OP CARRYING 
OUT THE PREFERENCE IN THE AREA PLAN. MINORITY. 
INDIAN. AND LIMITED ENGLISH-SPEAKING INDIVIDUALS 
SHALL RECEIVE SERVICES ON THE BASIS OF THEIR NEED 
FOR SERVICES. AFTER A COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
IS UNDERTAKEN. A COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN EXPEDITIUSLY TO ASSURE THE 
PROMPT IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS PROVISION." 
THESE CHANGES IN LANGUAGE WILL MAKE IT CLEAR THAT MINORITY, 
INDIAN. AND LIMITED-ENGLISH-SPEAKING ELDERLY ARE PRIORITY GROUPS 
FOR RECEIVING TITLE III SERVICES. 

3. THAT THE STANDARD FOR TARGETING SERVICES SHOULD BE 

BASED ON NEED FOR SERVICES. INSTEAD OF PROPORTIONALITY 
OR SOME OTHER CRITERIA. 
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PROPORTIONALITY IS EASY TO UNDERSTAND AND SIMPLE TO 
ADMINISTER. BUT. IT CAN PRODUCE OBVIOUS INCONGRUITIES. 
FOR EXAMPLE, MORE THAN 26 PERCENT OF ALL OLDER FAMILES 
HAD INCOME ABOVE $20,000 IN 1980. INCLUDING 3.3 PERCENT 
EXCEEDING $50,000. NO ONE IS SERIOUSLY ARGUING THAT THIS 
MORf AFFLUENT ACFD CROUP SHOULD RrCFlVF 26 PtRCENT OF 
I ML SLKVlCbb UNULK TUL ULULK AMLKlCANb ACT BbCAUSL THLIR 
NEEDS ARE SIMPLY NOT AS GREAT AS THOSE OF THE MINORITY 
ELDERLY. 

THAT NEW LANGUAGE BE ADDED TO TITLE II OF THE OAA DIRECTIN G 

THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING. STATE AND AREA AGENCIES 

ON AGING TO TAKE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION TO PROMOTE EXPANDED 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR TRAINING. EMPLOYMENT AND CONTRACTS 

FOR AGED MINORITIES AND MINORITY SERVICE PROVIDERS. THIS 

SHOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED IN CONSULTATION WITH NATIONAL 

MINORITY AGING ORGANIZATIONS, LOCAL MINOR ITY AGING ORGANIZATIONS, 

AND LEADERS IN MINORITY COMMUNITIES. 

CURRENTLY ONLY 1.8 PERCENT OF AOA'S STAFF MEMBERS ARE 
HISPANIC. SINCE LACK OF MINORITY STAFF CAN ADVERSELY 
AFFECT MINORITY PARTICIPATION IN SERVICE PROGRAMS, THIS 
SEVERE UNDER-REPRESENTATION OF MINORITIES MUST BE CORKECTED. 
HOW? WE RECOMMEND THAT A NEW SUBSECTION 202(d) BE INSERTED 
IN THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT. IT SHOULD READ: 

"(cJ) THE COMMISSIONER SHALL CONSULT WITH AND WORK 
WITH ST Art Off ICLS ON AGING. ARLA AGLNCILS OS 
AGING. NATIONAL MINORITY AGING ORG AN I AT IONS . 
AND OTHERS WITH SPLClALIZED LXPERTlSE TO PROMOTL 
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AFFIRMATIVELY ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
OPPORTUNITIES IN THE FIELD OF ACINC FOR MINORITY 
CROUP INDIVIDUALS AND ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR SERVICE CONTRACTS UNDER THIS ACT FOR MINORITY- 
SPONSORED ENTERPRISES. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL 
ESTABLISH APPROPRIATE TARGET GOALS WITH APPROPRIATE 
TIME TABLES TO PROMOTE ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT 
AND TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE FIELD OF ACINC 
FOR MINORITY GROUP INDIVIDUALS, ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR SERVICE CONTRACTS FOR MINORITY-SPONSORED 
ENTERPRISES UNDER THIS ACT, AND INCREASED SERVICE 
PARTICIPATION LEVELS FOR OLDER MINORITY GROUPS 
INDIVIDUALS UNDER THIS ACT. THE COMMISSIONER SHALL 
DEVELOP AND PUBLISH APPROPRIATE REGULATIONS, 
GUIDELINES AND PROGRAM INSTRUCTIONS TO IMPLEMENT 
THIS SUBSECTION AND SECTIONS 305(a) (2) (E) AND 
306(a) (5) (A) (RELATING TO INCREASED SERVICE PARTICIPATION 
LEVELS OF OLDER MINORITY GROUPS INDIVIDUALS UNDER 
THIS ACT). THE COMMISSIONER SHALL COLLECT COMPREHENSIVE 
CURRENT DATA TO DETERMINE THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE 
OF (1) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING POSITIONS FOR MINORITY 
GROUP INDIVIDUALS AT STATE AND LOCAL OFFICES ON 
AGING AND THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING, (2) SERVICE 
CONTRACTS FOR MINORITY SPONSORED ENTERPRISES 
UNDER THIS ACT, AND (3) SERVICE PARTICIPATION 
LEVELS FOR OLDER MINORITY GROUP INDIVIDUALS UNDER 
THIS ACT. 
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&. THAT A MONITORING UNIT BE fc'STABLISHBD TO OVERSEE THE 

PROVISIONS FOR INCREASED EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND CON VRACTING 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR MINORITIES UNDER TITLE II OF THE OAA. 
AND TO ASSIST THOSE WHO ARE TRYING TO COMPLY WITH THESE 
OBJECTIVES. 

6. THAT THE CRANSfON AMENDMENT BL RESTORED. THIS AMENDMENT 
WOULD PROMOTE TRAINING TO PREPARE MINORITIES FOR CAREERS 
IN THE FIELD OF AGING. 



IN CONCLUSION, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE ASOCIACION CONSIDERS EQUITY 
TO BE THE NUMBER ONE ISSUE FOR REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OLDER 
AMERICANS ACT. WE HAVE PRESENTED RECOMMENDATIONS WHICH, 
IF APPROPRIATELY IMPLEMENTED, CAN INCREASE SERVICES FOR 
OLDER HISPANICS AND OTHER LOW-INCOME OLDER AMERICANS. THE 
ASOCIACION BELIEVES THAT THESE RECOMMENDATIONS CONSTITUTE 
A PROPOSAL THAT IS WORKABLE AND MUCH-NEEDED. WE URGE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE TO ADOPT THIS PROPOSAL, 

THE ASOCIACION THANKS YOU FOR YOUR COURTESY IN ASKING US 
TO TESTIFV. WE SHALL BE GLAD TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS, ORAL 
OR WRITTEN, THAT YOU MAY HAVE. 

MR. CHAIRMAN. 1 ALSO ASK CONSENT TO INSERT IN THE HEARING 
RECORD THE ASOClAClON'S POSITION PAPER ON IMPROVING SERVICES 
AND OPPORTUNITIES TOR MINORITIES UNDER THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT. 



CONCLUSION 
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AS0C\A0C:N NACjiONAL Pf^B^SONAS MAYORES 



December 29, 1903 



The Honorable Charles Crassley 
Room 404 

Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. D.C. 20S10 
ATTENTION: Mr, Pete Conroy 

Dear Senator Craasley: 

The Asoclacion Naclonal Pro Personas Mayores is pleased to 
enclose Its reiponsei to the seven follow-up questions you 
raised concerning the November IS, 1963 hearing on "Targeting 
Scarce Resources under the Older Americans Act." V/e thank 
you again for >'he opportunity to have testified at that hearing. 
We also want U emphasise our support for your objective to obtain 
early enactm«n\ of the Older Americans Act reauthorUatlon bill. 

tf you would WkB additional information, please contact us. 
Many thani^s again, and best wishes for a Happy New Year. 

Sincerely, 



CCLrsp 
Enclosures 



Ncitionoi AssociaJ:or> Fc* Hisponjc EicJofiy 

NotjonoJ Exocui/vo Qfftces 1730 W Ofympic BN/d. Suite 401. Los AOQoiei CA 90015 (213)487-1922 
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ASOCIACION NACIONAL PRO PERSONAS MAYORES 
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM HEARING ON 
"TARGETING SCARCE RESOURCES UNDER THE 
OLDER AMERICANS ACT" 



Question 

Do you think that the targeting provision of the Act should be 
given more prominence so that it applies across all programs 
authorized under the Act? 

Answer 

The Asociacion favors replacing the existing targeting language 
employing the "greatest economic or social needs" standard with 
stronger and more precise language. The Asociacion supports language 
that states affirmatively that aged minorities should be a priority group 
for receiving services under the Older Americans Act. This should 
be based on their need for supportive and other services, rather 
than proportionality or some other criterion . Additionally, specific 
language should incorporated into the Older Americans Act to direct 
the Administration on Aging, state offices on aging and area agencies 
on aging to take affirmative steps to promote expanded training, 
employment, and contract opportunities for mirwritles and minority 
enterprises. This is a comprehensive approach which Is responsive to 
the mony needs of minorities services, employment, and contract 
opportunities. These measures go to the heart of the problems 
Identified in the 1982 Civil Rights Commission rejwrt. Moreover, 
the proposals apply across the board to all Older Americans Act 
programs » 



Question 

If minority group membership were to be given a preferred 
status in the Act should any other qualifier be attached to It 

say low income or vulnerability? That is. should one have 
to be not only minority but also low income or vulnerable in 
order to bo given preferred status? 

Answer 

VVc do not believe that it would be desirable to incorporate other 
(qualifiers, for the following reasons 

a. The qualifiers that you have mentioned (e.g., low income or 
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vulnerability) are closely connected with minority status. In 
1982 , for example , aged mirwrlties were nearly three times 
as likely to be poor as elderly Anglos. About 11.5 percent 
of Anglos 60 years or older were poor In 1982, compared to 
32.3 percent among elderly Blacks and Hispanic* (figures were 
not available for Pacific/Asians or Indians). 

b. The minority aged constitute 13.3 percent of the 60-plus 
population. Additional qualifiers would further compartmentallie 
the targeting approach. 

c. Some qualifiers could conceivably work against the Interests of 
minority aged, although the minority elderly's service needs are 
typically two to four times as great as the non-mlnorlty aged. 
For example, targeting services for the "at risk" population 
ordinarily means focusing on the '*oJder aged." This could be 
detrimental to aged minorities because of their shorter life 
expectancy. 



3. Do you feel that the resources of Title IV have been devoted In 
adequate proportions to the concerns of minority elderly 7 If not 
how can AOA's efforts be Improved? 



3. Unfortunately, precise funding Information Is not available. However 
actual funding for the fo'jr national minority aging organizations 
under the Title IV national impact program was cut by almost t*0 
percent ($4fl7,8J*9) from fiscal year I982 to fiscal year 1983. Yet 
overall appropriations ($22.2 million) for Title IV remained the same 
for the two years In question. This sharp reduction In funding has 
caused major contractions within the four national mInorUy aging 
orcjanliations and has seriously Impaired their ability to act on behalf 
of their constituencies. The Asoclaclon would urge that greater 
funding be targeted for the following activities under Title IV: 
--Career preparation training for minorities to enable more HIspanlcs, 

Blacks. Pacific/Asians, and Indians to enter the field of aging. 
--More demonstrations to improve the delivery of services to older 

minorities. 

--Activites to promote greater services, employment, and contract 
opportunities for minorities. 



a. Can it be argued that other federal programs effectively target 

the needy elderly in a degree which makos the necessity or urgency 
for doing so with Older American Act funds less intense? 



Question 



Answer 



Question 
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Answer 



4. Studies conducted by the Asociacion and other researchers provide 

clear and convincing evidence that older minorities are underrepresented 
in the major programs — Social Security and Medicare — serving the 
elderly. Large numbers of "older aged" minorities , for example, may 
have worked In employment (such as farm workers or domestics) which 
was covered later by Social Security. Consequently, they may have 
never become "fully insured" for Soda! Security, Moreover* some 
employment for minorities especially among migrant farm workers 

is Inaccurately, improperly or never reported by the employer. 
This can prevent some Hispanlcs from qualifying for Social Security, 
even though they meet other conditions of entitlement. Language 
barriers also make it difficult for many' Hispanlcs and other limited 
English-speaking older persons to perform the necessary paperwork 
to become eligible for benefits to which they are legitimately entitled. 



5. Of the possible federal level options Identified by Dr. Binstock as 
having high potential or beinp worth consideration for targeting 
for economic or social need* do any strike you as particularly 
worth pursuing? 



5. The Asociacion has worked with other aging organizations in developing 
a comprehensive approach to services and opportunities for minorities 
under the Older Americans Act. The key elements of this package 
have been described in response to question number 1. We strongly 
believe that this is the most effective approach to assure equitable 
treatment for minorities under the Older Americans Act. These 
recommendations are legislatively attainable and are urgently needed. 
For these reasons, we urge the Subcommittee on Aging to incorporate 
these measures in the Older Americans Act reauthorization bill. 



6. Do you think that Administration on Aging data adequately reflects 
the number of minorities who participate in its programs? 

What is your experience with tho data base of the National Association 
of Area Agencies on Aging? Do you think that their data reflects 
accurately the r umber of minorities who participate In Older Americans 
Act program? 



6, The Asociacion believes that ADA data overstate mimrity participation 
in Older AmeritMns Act programs. We also believe that there are 
jf>dccur acies in the N'»A data base. There are probably several 



Question 



Answer 



Question 



Answer 




O 'M :ua 0-«4 12 

ERIC 



174 



'^"^ overcounting of services to minorities 

"AOA figures for instance, are based on units of service. Thus 
one elderly Hispanic woman may receive transportation services o„ 

o ^ert?«"'T.L''" k"^ as nigh u , Its 

of service, although only one person Is assisted. 

"Some of the statistics are based on estimates, and In some cases 
guesstlraates." Th»-„ figures have a higher margin fr error 
UaL^''' ' human flemenT always enters " 

Into ,he equation, which Increases the likelihood for errors 
> ndor°.hI. n.!J?."A"' =.°"«<="r9 '"formation for minority participation 
sTartics\?'l^'i:"or,ecn;n.''' '"^^ " °" 

Question 

'inr t-e amended by Including a retu.lroment 

Issuro lha.'t' assessment of minority older Arsons m 
assure that services are provided to these groups. " » "> 

Can you expand on this statement; for example, wlw would perform ih„ 
needs assessment? What would be the cost of such a runctlonT Given 
sorCed frrs°T" ' °" """"^ ' ^ made as ,o who cje's 



Answer 



rnnc^'; .f'^'fT*"" """'^ <:""<^"Cted by local offices o<i aqino In 
consultation with older persons, community senior citizen eaders 
..nd others knowledgeable alx.ut the services needs of older Americans 
This can be accomplished very Inexpensively through survoys (o n 
It senior centers, nutrition sitos, and elsewhere) analvsTs of data 
iea?,V ^IZV '^""l^""""). r-'ow of existing rLrrclrlnS other 

rssT.Vn.nn.TV-'"""" °" ''^'"9 ^''""'^ Comprehensive needs 

assessments as a matter of course ,.n developing serlicos plans 
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Senator Grasslky. Anne? 

Ms, TURPEAU. Thank you, Senator Grassley. 

The National Caucus and Center on the Black Aged appreciates 
this opportunity to prevent testimony. 

The 1984 amendments can make the Older Americans Act more 
responsive to minorities, whether they are older persons needing 
services to live independently, or younger minorities desiring to 
enter the field of aging to serve older minorities and other aged 
persons. 

. We strongly favor statutory language or stronger statutory lan- 
guage to target more services to elderly minority groups, such as 
the aged blacks, Hispanics and Asians, Pacific Islanders, American 
Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos. 

We have four recommendations that we would like to put before 
you. First, st 'onger and more precise statutory language must be 
enacted to assure that older minorities are more equitably served 
under the Older Americans Act. The Older Americans Act should 
state affirmatively that older minorities are a priority group for re- 
ceiving services under title III. 

Second, positive steps should be taken to promote job training 
and contracting opportunities for minorities. Also, minorities 
should be actively recruited for management, administrative, pol- 
icymaking and decisionmaking positions. Specific statutory lan- 
guage calling upon AOA to promote employment and training op- 
portunities for minorities m the field of aging and additional serv- 
ice contracts with minority enterprises should be included in the 
act. This language should include appropriate target goals and 
timetables. 

Third, we sujjport, as does the Hispanic group, the establishment 
of a unit within AOA to monitor the implementation of these pro- 
visions. The unit should provide technical assistance to the aging 
network so that older minorities can be effectively served under 
the act. 

And finally, we would concur also with the reinstatement of the 
Cranston amendment, which authorizes AOA to address the need 
for training minority group individuals to meet the service needs of 
minorities. This would make clear that training of minority group 
individuals is specifically authorized under title IV of the Older 
Ameiicans Act, and in addition, it would provide greater visibility 
for career p*'eparation for minorities. 

We would urge the subcommittee to include these measures in 
the 1984 reauthorization bill. 

Thank you. 

Senator Gkasslky. Thank you» Anne. 

|The prepared statement of Ms. Turpcau and responses to ques- 
tions of Senator Grassluy follow:] 
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STATEMENT 3Y 

AN*NE B. TURPLAU 
SECRETARY/TREASURER 

THE NATIONAL CAUCUS AMD CENTER ON BLACK AGED, INC, 

BEFORE THE 

SrJBCO;iMITTEE ON AGING 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 



ON 



rAROETiNG SCARCE xlESOURCES UNDER THE OLDER AMi:RICA::S AC1 



NCTMBER 15, 10 3 3 
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Senator Grassley and Members of the Subcommittee on Aging, 
the National Caucus and Center on Black Aged welcomes the 
opportunity to participate in your hearing on "Targeting Scarce 
Resources under the Older Americans Act." We commend you for 
holding this hearing. And, we fully support your goal to send 
an Older Americans Act reauthorization bill to the President by 
May 1, 19S4. 

NCQA believes that this is a sound strategy since there 
could easily be a legislative logjam next summer because of the 
Democratic and Republican conventions. Moreover, prompt action 
on the reauthorization bill can help assure that Older Americans 
Act programs will operate under an appropriation rather than a 
continuing resolution. 

NCSA believes that the Older Americans Act should be ex- 
tendea for at least three years with basically "fine tuning" 
changes, rather than major substantive revisions. However, we 
favor stroncer statutory language to target more services to 
elderly minority groups, such as aged Slacks, Hispanics, Asian 
and Pacific Islanders, Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos. 

The recent report by the ::ivil Rights Comission plus earlier 
equity studies tor the Administration on Aging make it clear 
that aged minorities are not served on che basis of their need 
for services. SCBA supports a four-prong approach so that 
services and other opportunities are more readily available for 
minorities. These measures, I am pleased to say, have strong 
support. They are urgently receded now and are legislatively 
attai .lab lo . 
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Stronger Statutory Language to Serve Older Minorities 

First, stronger and more precise statutory Language must 
be enacted to assure that older minorities are nore equitably 
served under the Older Americans Act, The present standard-- 
based on "greatest economic or social need'^-'-is simply too 
easy to circumvent. As a practical matter, it is not suffi- 
cently clear for the average services provider or area agency 
on aging director. 

NC3A believes that, the Older Americans Act should state 
affirmatively that older minorities are a priority group for 
receiving services under Title III. Moreover, the minority 
elderly should receive services relative to their need for 
home health care, transportation, employment referral and other 
services. In fiscal year 1982, the minority aged received 
about 13 percent of the services under Title III. ;;e believe 
that the minority elderly participate at about twice the cur- 
rent level-- somewhere i'* the 3 3 to 38 percent range. 

This target is based on the following formula. Minorities 
constitute about 13.2 percent of the 60-plus population. Poverty 
a.T.onq the minority elderly is nearly 2.3 times as great as for 
a-7ed '.Jhites. And, 13.3 percent multiplied by 2.8 equals 3 7.2 
percent. Thi^s provides a rough approximation of the minority 
:i;e'j's relative need for services. 

"..'e recognize that it may not be possible to reach this objec- 
tive imiT\ediatoIy . Obviously, there must be some interim goals. 
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But, the 33 to 38 percent target should be an ultimate objec- 
tive by 1987. The Title V Senior Conununity Service Employment 
Program currently has a 33-pGrcent participation rate for older 
minorities . 

These goals should be implemented after a comprehensive 
and prompt needs assessment is undertaken. Accurate and cur- 
rent information should also be kept to chart the progress in 
implementing those goals. 

You do not need to be a gerontologist or have a "Ph.D.** 
behind your name to realize that the minority aged have a greater 
need for services than the nonminority elderly. David 
Guttmann's equity study for AoA — entitled "Perspective on Equi- 
table Share in Public Benefits by Minority Elderly" — found that 
the minority aged's need for public benefits in the Washington, 
D.C. metropolitan area was about two to three and one-half times 
as great as for the nonminority elderly. This is consistent 
with our assessment. Our stronger statutory language, we firmly 
believe, will enable older Blacks and other minorities to be 
equitably served under the Older Americans Act. 

Increased Training, Employment and Contract Opportunities 

Second, positive steps should be taken to promote jobs, 
training, and contract opportunities for minorities. These ef- 
forts can produce greater sensitivity to the problems and chal- 
lenges confronting older minorities. Some inroads have been 
made in hiring minorities in the field of aging, although usually 
at lower levels. We believe that minorities should be actively 



iS4 



180 



4 - 



recruited for management, administrative, policy-making, and 
decision-making positions. These efforts should be buttressed 
by employment-related and on-the-job training to advance cur- 
rent minority workers in the field of aging and to upgrade the 
skills of others. 

we support specific statutory language calling upon AoA 
to consult with national minority aging organisations, state 
offices on aging, and area agencies on aging, and others with 
expertise to promote employment and training opportunities for 
minorities in the field of aging and additional services con- 
tracts with minority enterprises. This should be accompanied 
by appropriate target goals and time tables. 

Here again, NCSA believes that it is essential to have 
accurate and current data, such as the percent and number of 
minority support staff at AoA, state offices on aging, and area 
agencies on aging and the amount and percentage of funds re- 
ceived by minority contractors under Title ill. 

Furthermore, every effort should be made to develop staff 
sensitivity skills concerning the unique problems, traditions, 
and customs of minority older persons. For example, contrac- 
tors delivering meals at a senior citizens center should be 
fully aware of the different dietary preferences among the 
minority aged. 



Effective Monitoring 



Tnird. there must be effective moriitori.^g to i.^piement 
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these provisions fully. NCSA favors the establisliment of a 
unit within AoA to carry out this objective. This unit should 
be more than just a watchdog. It should provide technical 
assistance so that older minorities can be effectively served 
under the older Americans Act. 

The monitoring unit should also work with state and area 
agencies on aging to assist them in implementing the targets 
established in this legislative package. We believe that a 
spirit of cooperation is the most effective way to target more 
services to elderly minorities and provide increased employment 
opportunities in the field of aging for minorities, as well as 
additional services contracts for minority firms. 



Finally, NCBA urges the Subcommittee to reinstate the 
Cranston Amendment which authorized AoA to assess the need for 
training minority group individuals to meet the services needs 
of minorities. This measure was formerly section 404(a) (6) of 
the Older Americans Act. However, it was dropped when the 19 81 
Amendments consolidated Title IV under a restructed Part A 
Education and Training and Part B Research, Demonstrations and 
Other Activities. 

.NCBA favors the reinstatement of the Cranston Amendment 
because it woull make clear that training oC rninority group in- 
dividuals IS specifically authorized under Title IV of the Cider 
Americans Act, In addition, it would provide greater visiniiity 
for career preparation training for minorities. This is 



Reinstatement of Cranston Amendment 
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essential to attract more minorities into the field of aging. 



All Americans — whether they are young or old--have a vital 
interesjt in assuring that our national policies affecting older 
persons are built on a sound and secure foundation. Congress 
enacted the Older Americans Act in 1965 in response to the 
graying of our population. Subsequent amendments have generally 
helped to update and improve the law to adjust to changing con- 
ditions. It is essential that this review and monitoring pro- 
cess continue . 

The 1984 Amendments can make the Older Americans Act even 
more responsive to minorities — whether they are older persons 
needing services to live independently or younger minorities 
desiring to enter the field of aging to serve older minorities 
and other aged persons. Our four-prong package will help to 
achieve these goals. And we urge the subcommittee to include 
these measures in the 1934 reauthorization bill. 

Once again , we com:aend you for holding these early hear- 
in7s. We also want to reaffirm that SC3A is ready, willing and 
able to work with the Subcommittee m improving the Older 
Anericar.5 Act. 



Conclusion 
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The Honorable Charles E» Grassloy 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Aging 
Committee on Labor and Human 

Resources 
United States Senate 
Waahington, DC 20510 ' 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

Enclosed are NCBA's responses to your questions to Ms. Anne 
Turpoau, Secretary/Treasurer of NCBA, contained in your 
letter of December 2, 1983. 

Thank you for your interest in NCBA' a views on these important 
issues. Please call if I can be of further assistance. 



S inceroly , 




Samuel J. Si 
President 
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aesponsos to SuppiqncntaX Questions tor Pjine lurpeau * 



Do you think that the targeting provision of tiie Act should 
be given more pnaninence so that it applies across all 
prograniB authorizod under the Pet? 

NCBA does not think that the targQtix>3 provision is adequate. 
1^ cont£ind that rronoritios sNDiild be explicitly rrentioned 
m thfi language for tai-geting. As currently formulated, 
morcovDr, the targetiij'ig provision v.ould be inappropriately 
applied to training activities of Title IV. I^iere inay be 
some nerit in explicitly targeting research and 
dencnstrationa on those in greatest eccnanic and social need. 



If mnority group rncmfcership were to be given a preferred 
status in the Act should any other qualifier be attached to 
it - say lew incaiB or vulnerability? lhat is, should one 
Jiave to be not only minority but also low income or 
vuinerablo in order to be given preferred status? 

Yes. Scaurcc resources must be targeted on the truly needy both to 
alleviate hunan need and to forestall costly institutionalization. 
Over half of the black elderly are below 125% poverty. 3y 
qualifying minorities as poor or vulnerable, the aging network 
'.^uld TOke better use of resources. N'OiA in general si?)ports 
effective targeting without means testing. 



ro you feel that the resources of Title rv have been devoted in 
ao^quatc propoi-tions to the concoms of niinority elderly? If 
not, hCM can ADA*s efforts be ijT?;roved? 

N'CBA thinks that Title rv does not adequately address minority 
concerns. ".Ve believe that there should be a specific set asi(^ for 
minority contractors and grantees in the various ?rograi«i operated 
under Title rv. 



Can it be arg'ued that other ^'ocieral orograrns effectively target 
the r.eedy elderly in a degree which rrakos the necessity or 
urgancy for doing so with older AneriCcin Act funds less intense? 

N'o. It is trui that sane federal programs do ef fectr/ely t^i-get 
tr.e needy by means testing participants. Such programs as focd 
stan^^.f, public housing, and medicaid, for cxanple generally do veil 
bv» tl\i} mir.ority needy. The Older /Vnericans .Act, ho^e'^r, supports 
a whole range of different ser/ices. JfCSA belie'/es that there is 
urjency in targeting supportive and nutritional services as a reans 
of eftecti'Aily sustaining infoniai netvtorks and pre*/enting 
anr^Gcesscr/ institutionalization, 've "^uld also Uke to point out 
that the minority elderly do ha-A3 protolens with other leder^il 
?rogra.TS. Older blac>:s, for eionple, are underrepreser.ted m the 
202 housing program, in nursing hcres, a-.d in access to southern 
nospitals. The block grants ha';e made the collection of data regar-. 
the participation of rr.morities i.'Tpossihle. 
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Of the passible federal level options identified by Dr. Binstock 
as having high potential or being wrth consideration for 
targeting for econanic or social need, do any stxiXo you as 
particularly worth pursuing? 

TWO of Dr. Binfltock's options are particularly wrthy, numbor 
3, and n\x±>er 9 (a) and (b) , (see figure 1 of his testiirony) . 
NiiTtier 3 sv^sts identifying cUcnt via non-Title III prcgrams. 
This has the advantage of «?Ding where the minority elderly are, 
i.e., (lurches, and social organizations. Creating set asides 
and requii'ing designations for comtunity focal points, nuntoer 
9, has historically proven to be effective and less a<iiiinistratively 
burdensccDe than other options. 

Co you think that A<±ninistratiori on Pqing data adequately reflects 
the nuTter of minorities who participate in its program? 

Data cn participation of mirorities in nutrition services is reliable 
as far as we know. Ihe method for determining the participation 
rates of ruinorities in supportive services varies throughout the 
country. Wfe untterstand that considerable estimating takes place. 

What is your experience with the data base of the National Association 
of Area Ageaicies cn Aging? Do you think that their data reflects 
accurately the nijit>er of minorities who participate in Older Americans 
Act program? 

Ihe data base of NASICVN4A does report the participation rate of 
minorities in nutrition, transportation and housekeeping. We think 
that the data base could be irrprov^ in the following manner: 1) 
Break out the minorities by group, i.e.. Slack, Hiswnic, American 
Indian, Pacific Asian. 2) Include percent of grants/oontracts 
awarded mirwrity contractors, and amount of dollars so awarded, 
3) Include oocupaticnal levels for minority staff, also broken out 
by minority group. 4) Jtost inportantly , if the figures oould report 

at least a statewide basis it would be helpful, We -^foold like, 
if pcesible, reporting at the agency level. 
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Senator Grassley. Louise? 

Ms. Kamikawa. Thank you, Senator Grassley, and tliank you for 
the opportunity to give some testimony this morning around an 
issue that is very strategic to the reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act. And of course, my testimony will speak to and ad- 
dress the needs of Pacific Islanders and Asian Americans. 

I must say before I start, as a preamble, a number of things. One, 
IS that under the Older Americans Act, to a large extent, the visi- 
bility of the needs of Pacific Islanders and Asian Americans have 
come to the fore. Traditionally, Asian Americans have been looked 
upon as synomonous with being oriental usually Japanese, Chinese- 
and quite frankly, there are 18 groups that are represented by our 
organization, and the diversity is great, but so is the homogeneity. 
• "?'g,"t also add that I think it is very important that one keep 
in mind that a minority perspective and inclusion of minority lan- 
guage vyithin the reauthorization is not preferential treatment, but 
that It IS very much in keeping with the beginning of this country. 
Ihe Constitution was written by minority opinion. It is with that 
effort, of course, that we have been able to accomplish and refine a 
system to meet the needs of a greater proportion of the population. 
It IS true, as stated by Secretary Hardy earlier, the general status 
of the aging population has been strengthened in this country 
However, to a large extent that is not inclusive of the minority 
population, and I must say from our perspective, of Asian Ameri- 
cans and /or Pacific Islanders. 

With that, I would like to start my presentation. The Civil Rights 
Comniission report, as well as several other earlier "equity" studies 
funded by the Administration on Aging, make it abundantly clear 
that the Pacific/Asian elderly are not equitably served by Federal 
income maintenance or service programs, particularly when as- 
sessed to their needs. 

Dr. David Guttman has done a .study, Dr. Jose Cuellar has also 
done a study, and initially, many of those studies were debunked as 
having been done by individuals who had special interests. Subse- 
quent to that, the U.S. Civil Rights Commission did a study that 
likewise has been contested by many of the organizations that were 
studied. However, in all of those studies, the single issue regarding 
minority services that has been consistently determined has been 
around underservice. There is no question but that that is the case, 
and substantiates the need to further enforce some kind of man- 
date around how services should be delivered. 

Several issues were raised this morning, and I think they tend to 
be exclu.sive kinds of statements, as opposed to being inclusive. For 
mstance, the statement that infers that flexibility is incongruous 
with the insertion of specific language. I think clearly, those things 
need not be mutually exclusive. 

.Moreover, targeting does not necessarily mean that certain 
groups would be eliminated from .services; the fact is, that the pro- 
portionate represention will change. This was vividly presented by 
Dr. Binstock earlier I think clearlv, with limited re.sources, such 
priorities need to be esta.sblished. 

With re.'^poct to that, we recommend, of course, along with the 
other two organizations, that the language be changed and that it 
specify that minorities, low-income individuals. noii-Knglish-speak- 
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ing individuals be earmarked for services. Moreover, we recom- 
mend that certain areas: employment, and training opportunities 
be made more accessible, and that policymaking positions be filled 
more proportionately with minority individuals. It is true to a cer- 
tain extent that they are represented. However, when one exam- 
ines at what level they are represented— I know, traditionally— and 
I am not sure that you are familiar with this— but traditionally, for 
instance, in many of the States like California and New York, 
Asians are hired at support staff levels— but when one looks at 
area agencies and State units, our representation on all levels in 
minimal. Irrespective of the population, our capabilities and our 
skills are definitely not assessed in terms of hiring practices. 

I will not reiterate recommendations made by the Asociacion and 
the NCBA. I will only reaffirm that it is essential and strategic 
that they be included in the reauthorization of the Older Ameri- 
cans Act and they not be overlooked with respect to making an ex- 
peditious decision. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you, Louise. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kamikawa follows:] 



i .9, 



ERIC 



188 



NATIONAL PACIHC/ASIAN RtSOURCt CENTER ON ACINC 

COLMAN BUJLOINO • SUITE 210 • 811 FlRS^ Ay6J<U^B^»J6jknL6Jfl^ . 
1M4 0 STREET HVi. • SuTteIoO • WaBHINOTON. D.C. »0« • (iOS) W^Ym 



TARGETING SCARCE RESOURCES UNDER THE OLDER AT-IERICANS ACT 



Testimony of 
Louise H. Kamlkdwa, Director 
National Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging 



Presented to 
Subcommittee on Aging 
Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
Tuesday, November 15, 1983 
Washington, O.C. 




193 



189 



Senator Grassley and members of the Subcoirimlttee on Aging, 1 would 
like to thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony at this hearing. 

As my presentation today will be a synopsis of the National Pacific/ 
Asian Resource Center's on Aging longer statement, I will ask that unanimous 
consent be given to have the entire text printed in the hearing record. 

We support your efforts to examine, in greater depth, the major 
issues impinging on the reauthorization of the Older Americans Act. The 
primary confronting issue to be addressed is, how can the Older Americans 
Act be restructured to more effectively and equitably meet the needs of the 
minority elderly. Our perspective, of course, will primarily focus on the 
Pacific/Asian elderly population. 

The Civil Rights Commission report - as well as several other earlier 
"equity" studies funded by the Administration on Aging - make it abundantly 
clear that the Pacific/Asian elderly are not equitably served by federal 
income maintenance or service programs, particularly if there needs are 
appropriately assessed. 

David Guttmann's authoritative study, "Perspective on Equitable Share 
in Public Benefits by Minority Elderly," concluded: "Minority membership is 
a significant factor in under* and non-utilization of public benefits. That 
is, significantly fewer minority elderly know about or use them than do 
non-minority elderly;" although they had a much greater need for such benefits. 

The proportionate need was approximately three and one-half times 
dS great (for older Pacific/Asians) than the majority counterpart population. 
More than two out of five {43'>) aged Pacific/Asians had a need for services 
but did not seek assistance. On the other hand, only about one out of eight 
(12" ) non-minority older persons were s lularly situated. 
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The National Pacific/ Asian Resource Center on Aging has synthesized a 
comprehensive action plan which will target more services under the Older 
Americans Act to elderly Pacific/Asians and other older minorities. Several 
of these strategies • primarily the administrative recormendatlons • can be 
Implemented with minimal or no programmatic costs. 



The National Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging supports strong 
statutory language to target services to elderly minority groups. Older 
minorities, in our judgment should be designated as a priority group to 
receive services under the Older Americans Act. "Equity" should be based 
on need for services, rather than proportionality or other criteria. This 
is crucial, especially during an era of limited resources when greater tar- 
geting Is necessary. 

1 . State Agencies on Agin g » "Greate st Economic or Social Needs" 

The language in Section 305(a)(2)(E) • relating to "greatest economic 
or social needs" - should be replaced by the following: 



"(E) provides assurances that minority, Indian, and limited! 
English-speaking Individuals will be priority groups for re- 
ceiving Title in services. Minority. Indian, and limited 
English-speaking individuals shall receive services on the 
basis of their need for services, after a comprehensive needs 
assessment is undertaken. A comprehensive needs assessment 
shall be undertaken expeditiously to assure the prompt imple- 
mentation of this provision." 



STATUTORY LANGUAGE. 
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Area Agencies on Aging - "Greatest Economic or Social Needs 



II 



Conforming language should replace the currpnt Section 306(a)(5)(A) 
by the following: 

"(A) provides assurances that the minority elderly, Indian, 
and limited English-speaking individuals will be priority 
groups for receiving Title MI services and Include proposed 
methods of carrying out the preference In the area plan. 
Minority, Indian, and limited English-speaking individuals 
shall receive services on the basis of their need for services, 
after a comprehensive needs assessment is undertaken. A 
comprehensive needs assessment shall be undertaken expedi- 
tiously to assure the prompt ifiiplementation of this provision." 



The Administration on Aging, state agencies on aging, and area agen- 
cies on aging should take appropriate steps to promote increased participa- 
tion by aged mino»'1ties In Title III services. Accurate and current informa- 
tion should be maintained on the percentage of minorities receiving services. 
An immediate goal should be 2b% participation by minorities with an ultimate 
goal of 33-38'4 participation as a minimum target. This ultimate goal (by 
FY 1987) is computed as follows: 

Aged minorities constitute about 13. 3i of the total elderly (60 
years or older) population (1980 census). Blacks and Hispanics 
(data are not available for other minority aged) were about 2.8 
times as likely to be poor in 1982 as elderly Whites. About 11. 5« 
of Whites 60 years or older were poor In ig82, compared to 32.3'r 



ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 
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among elderly Blacks and Hlspanlcs* 



Participation Goal = Minority Aged proportion of Total 
60-Plus Population x Relative Poverty Level for Aged 
Minorities Compared to Older Whites 



X » 13.3^ X 2.8 



X = 37.25S 



Adninistrative actions initiated to assure greater minority partici- 
pation (ultimate goal of 33-38'/^ participation as a minimum target by FY 1987) 
in services programs, Include. 

* Area agencies on aging should attempt to place more services and 
b(?nef1t programs in fieighborhoods with high concentrations of low- 
inconx? minority older persons. 

♦ More bilingual staff should be hired by local offices on aging and 
service providers. Language is certainly one of the foremost bar- 
riers inhibiting participation by the Pacific/Asian elderly in 
services programs. 

* Area agencies on aging need to be more aggressive in locating more 
minority older persons. Outreach should be coupled with creative 
methods to inform and teach minority elders about public benefits, 
as well as necessary steps to obtain them. Inadequate outreach 
activities may be the most Important cause for the minority aged's 
underrepresentatlon in federal benefit programs. 

• There should be full conpliancfi with the provision in the 
1981 Older Americans Act Arnendnents to require local offices 
on aging to provide Information and referral se»-vices in the 



- 4 - 




ERIC 



193 



native language of limited English-speaking persons when a 
substantial number of these individuals reside in planning and 
service areas. 

* Publications about Older Americans Act and other programs should 
be in languages other than English when a significant number (at 
least 102 of the total aged population) of limited English-sneaking 
older persons live in a service area. 

* Minorities Should be more equitably represented in the planning 
process (e.g. advisory councils) for the delivery of services. 

* Transportation should be made readily available to enable those 
who are noc within proximity of the service to participate. 

The harsh reality now Is that elderly Pacific/Asians and other older 
minorities are not receiving the services that they need. In fiscal year 
1982, aged Pacific/Asians accounted for only 2% of recipients of congregate 
meals and supportive services and just 1% of home-delivered meals. 



Another essential reconmendation Is to promote greater affirmative 
action within the aging network. As things now stand, affirmative action 
is given a low priority. Most relevant studies conclude that minorities 
are underrepresented in decision-making jobs, which are reserved primarily 
for those of majority status. Minorities are concentrated largely in lower- 
status and lower-paying jobs. Minority organizations receive only a small 
percentage of available funds under Titles III onii IV cf the Older Americans 



AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 
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Act. Yet, many minority firms are 1n a position to render unique services, 
such as providing culturally appropriate meals In areas with high concen* 
trations of minority senior citizens. 

The National Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging supports statu- 
tory language directing the Administration on Aging to take affirmative 
action to increase the number of jobs and service opportunities for minority 
enterprises. This should be done in consultation with national minority 
aging organizations, state offices on aging, area agencies on aging, and 
others. The plan should include definite goals with temetables. 

Several administrative actions can be taken in connection with the 
proposed statutory language, including: 

* Administration on Aging, state office on aging, and area agencies on 
aging should take positive steps to recruit minority employees and 
volunteers. Notices about available positions should be routinely 
sent to minority universities, organizations and cotrmunity organiza- 
tions. 

* The Administration on Aging network should take positive steps to 
recruit minorities for planning and advisory councils. 

* The Administration on Aging network should keep accurate, complete 
and current information about employees who are from minority 
groups and the types of positions that they hold. 

* The Administration on Aging network should require strict non- 
discrimination guidelines in all written agreements with contrac- 
tors and grantees. These agreements should promote employment 
opportunities for minorities. 
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MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Improved statutory language alone, of course, will not automatii- 
cally assure greater equity for older minorities. An effective management 
information system is also necessary to measure whether the minority aged 
are effectively served. 

The need to improve and systematize data collection Is an indis- 
pensable first step in determing the adequacy of services. The present data 
collection system has many flaws* Older minorities, for example, may be 
counted several times when they receive multiple services, even though only 
one individual actually received services under the Older Americans Act. 
This has the effect of Inflating the numbers and percentages of aged minori- 
ties served under Title III supportive and nutrition services, raising 
questions regarding the accuracy of published data. 

The National Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging recommends the 
following to Improve data collection: 

* Administration on Aging Initiate strategies, after conferring with 
national aging organizations, state and local offices on aging, 
statisticians, and others, to Improve the accuracy and reliability 
of statistical reporting u.ider the Older Americans Act. 

* Area agencies on aging be required to maintain data concerning the 
number and percentage of minority persons 60 or older in the plan- 
ning and service area. Minority groups should include Asian Ameri- 
cans. Pacific Islanders, Blacks, Hispanics, American Indians and 
Aleuts. 

* All area agencies be directed to conduct comprehensive needs 
assessnients by race, color, and national origin. 

- 7 - 
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Area agencies maintain accurate? records showing the utilization 



of services by race, color, and national origin. 



IMPROVE TITLE V FOR PACIFIC/ASIANS 



The evidence Is sery clear and convincing that elderly Pacific/ 
Asians have been underrepresented in Older Americans Act services programs. 
A need also exists to increase the older Pacific/Asians participation in 
the Title V Senior Community Service Employment Program. The record for 
Title V is better than Title 111, but there is room for improvement. In 
FY 1982, older Pacific/Asians accounted for 2.6"^ of all Title V enrollees. 
Much of this participation is attributed to Hawaii which has a high pro- 
portion of Pacific/Asians in Title V. Otherwise the FY 1982 figure would 
even be lower. For these reasons, the National Pacific/Asian Resource 
Center on Aging reaffirms that the Pacific/Asian elderly participation In 
the Senior Community Service Employment Program Should be increased. 



In conclusion, older Pacific/Asians have been underserved by Older 
Americans Act programs. Our proposed amendments to the Older Americans Act 
can help to overcome this problem. Moreover, Our legislative and adminlstra 
tive recommendations can bring more Pacific/Asian aged and other older 
minorities into the mainstream of American life. We urge the Subcommittee 
to Support these proposjls. 



CONCLUSION 



8 
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ADDENDA 



The breakdown by race and nationality for minority participa- 
tion In Title Hi services in FY 1982 is as follows: 

Figures in Thousands 

Supportive Services Congregate Home-Delivered 



and Centers 


Meals 


Meals 


American Indian t Alaskan 
Native 


46 
0.5% 


35 
1.3% 


8 . 
1.5% 


Asian and Pacific 
Islander 


178 
2.0% 


55 

2.0% . 


5 

1.0% 


Black, Not Hispanic 


1,000 


282 


64 




11.1% 


10.1% 


12.3% 


Hispanic 


363 

4.0% • 


125 
4.5% 


25 
4.8% 


Other 


17 
1.9% 


7 

0.3% 


3 

0.6% 


White, Not Hispanic 


7,500 
82.5% 


2.300 
82.0% 


414 
79.8% 


Minority participation 


in the Title V Senior Community Servio 


Employment Program Is nearly twice as great as under Title 


III of .the 


Older Americans Act: 32.8% under Title V compared to 17.8% under 


Title 111. 








SCSEP Enrollment by 


Race, June 30, 


1962 
Number 


Percent 


Pacific/Asians 




I^SOS 


2.6 


Indian and Alaskan Natives 


1,097 


1.9 


Hispanic 




3,636 


6.4 


Black 




12.S07 


21.9 


White 




38,429 


67.2 


Total 




57,174 


100.0 
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PACIFIC ISLAND AND ASIAN AMERICAN ELDERLY 



The initial data available from the 198D Census show the Paciftc/Asian 
population to be approximately 3,5DD,0nO; an increase of 2 million 
over the 197D census count. Of that number, there are more than 350, ODD 
elderly in the United States. The term "Pacific/Asian" is a generic 
identifier which encompasses two broad ethnic minority groups: the 
Pacific Islanders and the Asian Americans. In turn, the Pacific Islanders 
include the Fijians, Guamanians, Hawaiians, Micronesians, Samoans and 
Tongans; among the Asian Americans are the Burmese, Cambodian, Chinese, 
East Indians, Indonesians, Japanese, Koreans, Laotians, Malayans, Pili- 
pinos, Thais and Vietnamese. At minimum, there are 18 Pacific Island 
and Asian American groups, each having its own distinct language and 
culture. It is necessary, therefore, to avoid any assumption that all 
Pacific/Asian elderly have similar sociopconomic characteristics, language 
and culture; much less similar immigration histories. 

The 1970 Census information showed approximately ZSOiOOO Pacific/Asian 
elderly, tending to reside clustered in larger cities such as Honolulu, 
Los Angeles, San Francisco, New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, Seattle, 
Denver (Pacific/Asian Elderly Research Project, 1977: 41-54). That has 
changed somewhat with the influx of the Indo-thinese Refugee Resettlement 
Program. The following table gives a distribution by state as of 1970. 



• TABLE I 



PACIFIC/ASIAN ELDERLY POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY STATE 

Percent of all APIA'S 
Number of in U.S. and Pacific 
State APIA'S* Territories 

California 67.245 33.2 

Hawaii 47,591 23.5 

New York 19.591 9.5 

Illinois 6,248 3.2 

Washington 5,777 2.8 

Trust Territory of 

the Pacific 4.816 2.4 

Pennsylvania * 4,246 2.1 

Massachusetts 3»945 1.9 

New Jersey 3,818 1.9 

Ohio 3,565 1.8 

All Other States and 

Territories 35,994 17.8 



*AP:A refers to Asian and Pacific Island Americans. 

Source of data: D.G. Fowles, Report to AoA, March 14, 1977. 



Abstracted from Census and Base line Data, A Det ailed Report, 
pp 12-16. The Pacific/Asian Elderly Research Project, Los 
Angeles, August 1977. 
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As excerpted from Understanding the Pacific/Asian Elderly Census and 
Baseline Data; A Detailed Report , Los Angeles, August 1977 Pacific/ 
Asian Elderly Research Project, the following brief profile highlights 
some of the Pacific/Asian population* Report based on the 1970 Census 
of the United States* 

Percent of total aging population, 65 and older. In particular ethnicity 



Chinese 6.2X 

Hawaiian 4. OX (Attributed to Hawaiians having lower life 
expectancies and no outside immigration 
affecting population growth) 

Japanese 8. OX (41. 2X of this group in JS'^ age bracket, 
Indicating a much longer life span than 
the general population) 

Korean 3.3X 
Pilipino 6.3X 

U.S. TOTAL 9.9X (of total United States population aged 65'*') 



Percent foreign-born, SS-*- 

Chinese 66. 9X 

Japanese 64. 8X 

Korean 49. 5X 

Pilipino 84. 2X 



Percent foreign-stock with mother tongue other than English, 65» 



Chinese 88. 4X 
Japanese 97. 5X 



Percent below poverty line, SS-*- 

Chinese 28. 9X (Approximately BOX In San Francisco and 
approximately 40X in New York) 

Hawaiian 25. 7X 
Japanese 20. OX 
Korean 44. OX 

Pilipino 27. 9X " ' 

U.S. TOTAL 27, 3X 



Fujil, Sharon. Understanding the Pacific Asian Elderly--Census 
and Baseline Data: A Detailed Report. Los Angeles: Pacific 
Asian Elderly Research Project, August 1977. 
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Of primary concern to the Pacific/Asian conmunltles Is the relative 
absence of data regarding the characteristics, needs and conditions 
of our older persons. The other three National Minority Organizations 
have been funded within the last five years to undertake research en- 
deavors which would provide the basic data regarding older Blacks» 
American Indians and Hispanic populations. These studies will provide 
policy makers and program planners with the necessary information to 
more adequately approach the service needs of those pooulations. A 
similar national research endeavor is necessary to more clearly deline- 
ate and document the unmet needs of the Pacific/Asian elderly. Prelim- 
inary descriptive and experiential information clearly outlines the lack 
of access and the underutilization of services by the Pacific/Asian elderly. 

The emasculating tnyth that discriminates against Pacific/Asians that we 
don't have any problems and that we **take care of our own" has permeated 
the policy decisions of agencies and governmental entites charged with 
the responsibility of helping all persons in the United States. An over- 
view of the Pacific/Asian history and experience in the United States 
negates the validity of such assumptions. And, in fact, the problems of 
the Pacific/Asian elderly are more intense and conplex than that of the 
general older population. 

With the exception of the Japanese^, a large percentage of the Pacific/ 
Asian elderly are immigrants. They have beerf victimized by actions such 
as the Chinese Foreign Miners Tax of 1850, the Chinese Exclusions Act of 
1882, the Japanese Alien Land Law of 1913, the Filipino Exclusion Act of 
1934, the internment of 110,000 persons of Japanese ancestry in concen- 
tration camps from 1941 to 1946, and the denial of citizenshio to first 
generation Asians in 1922, and anti-miscegenation statutes of 1935, until 
a Supreme Court ruling in 1967. 

Unlike other migration patterns generating from Western Europe, the immi- 
gration pattern of Pacific/Asians has been systematically infused with 
isolation mechanisms; the denial of citizenship, of the right to own 
property, the threat of deportation, the lengthy incarceration in camps. 
The results of such racist based legislation have been to hamper the 
economic, social and psychological well-being of the Pacific/Asian 
elderly. As well, such legislation contributed to feelings of distrust, 
helplessness, powerlessness , fear of government and has successfully 
alienated the Pacific/Asian elderly from society at large. This has 
generated a reluctance or refusal on the part of many Pacific/Asian 
elderly to utilize public social and health services, contrary to the 
perception the Pacific/Asian Americans "take care of their own." 



Census & Base line Data^ A Detailed Repo rt, the Pacific/Asian Elderly 
Research Project, Los Anoeles, August, 197*7. 
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A study of New York City's Chinatown illustrate the relu tan e of Asian 
Arerlcan elderly to utilize available services (Cattell, 1962). The s.udy 
found that nearly 33 percent of the older unattached males ^he Comu- 
nlty Service Society caseload had no prior contact with any af"^^ '^^JJ" 
public or voluntary. When one considers the multiple problems of « "9le. 
elderly men. the figure is astonishing. Hany of these men are eligible 
for publil ielfare Lpport, according to the study, "but refuse to aoply, 
or withdraw their applications when they discover the sort of personal 
information required." 

Beyond the variation of racial discrimination and prejudice, the Pacific/ 
Asian elderly are continually encountering obstacles to their full parti- 
cipation in American Society. A research report for the Training Project 
for Asian Elderly, funded by AoA, concluded "there is strong sentiment the 
Asldn elderly do not receive social services because of anguage, racial 
and cultural barriers." (1973). Further, the report delineates, health 
and welfare agencies have few bilingual staff, haphazard provision for 
non-English speaking clients, and very little publicity to the Asian com- 
munity about their services." 

With reference to Chinese Americans, Frederick Li and others Identified 
language and cultural barriers to health care in The American Journal ol 
Public Health (April, 1972). They observed that the Chinese areoften 
poorlV'iTfoTmed about the availability of services or find existing fa- 
cilities to be inaccessible because of e language handicap, similarly, 
Bok-Lim Kim (1973) has observed the Asian Americans fail to seek and use 
existing services to which they 4re entitled because of language and cul- 
tural barriers and unfamiliarity with the social service bureaucracies. 
Consistent with these findings is the report of the Wh te House Conference 
on Aging of a study which showed that 3« of the Pacific/As an elderly who 
were interviewed had never had a medical or dental examination (White House 
Conference on Aging, 1971). 




...v.. — - - '"9 

factors are" derived from the phenomenon of clustering; shared experiences 
and cormion language provide safety and also create isolation fom the 
dominant society. This results in the Pacific/Asian elderly not be ng 
knowledgeable about nor availing themselves Of services outside their 
ethnic conmunity. 
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Senator Ghasslky. Mr. Elgin? 

Mr. Elgin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Alfred Elgin, executive director of the National Indian 
Council on Aging. We appreciate very much being here today to 
present thi^ testimony. 

I will address a lot of my remarks specifically at this time to title 
VI, as that is a major concern of the Indian group. 

Since 1972, amendments to the Older Americans Act have clear- 
ly identified the following categories as priority groups deserving of 
special consideration in the provision of services and allocation of 
funds. In 1972 and 1973, it was termed ''low-income individuals," 
then "minorities"; in 1972 to 1975, they mentioned "Indians," "lim- 
ited English-speaking individuals" in 1972 and 1978; and finally, 
''persons with the greatest economic and social needs" mentioned 



Ironically, while Indian elders fit every one of these targeted cat- 
egories, they remained the least served group with respect to the 
allocation of title III funds, where we find that, in appropriations, 
only IV2 percent of Indians are being served. Though this is par- 
tially the result of the choice of Indian grantees to opt for title VI, 
which title VI may offer some advantages over title III, we find 
that the direct funding in title VI, that there is also a limited 
number of participating tribes. 

Funds appropriated for title VI serve only 83 tribes out of the 
387 tribes that are declared to be eligible under the language used 
within that category. This means that less than 25 percent of the 
targeted tribes, those that are federally recognized tribes, are par- 
ticipating in a title specifically for Indian programs. The limited 
moneys that are allocated to this particular title further restrict 
the participation to those tribes that are in that particular catego- 
ry. 

To support my contention that Indians are among the most eco- 
nomically needy in the country. I need only to cite recent figures 
found in the 1980 census, which showed that 61 percent of the 
elders had incomes which were below the national poverty level. 

There is something very threatening to this needy population 
about not only limits and funding allocation, but in the concept of 
looking at this particular population from a title VI perspective. 
When I travel around the country and meet witi different Indian 
groups, I find that only 52 percent of our populations still reside on 
the Indian reservation. Forty-eight percent of our population of 
elders reside off trust status, which is one of the basic eligibilitv 
factors for the Indian elderly. And I have no way of dealing with 
this short of saying why don*t we receive services under title VI. 
when it is assumed that all Indians are being served by title VI, 
simply for the fact that it says "Indian programs." Very limitedly, 
only a certain portion of those larger tribes can muster the numeri- 
cal figures that qualify them to serve a certain population and geo- 
graphic area with the meager amount of moneys. It is a misnomer 
in saying that the Older Americans Act is adequately taking care 
of Indian needs across the Nation. 

I think there are a lot of other areas, Mr. Chairman, that we 
could possibly target into, but I think that as you would probably 



in 1981. 
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ask questions concerning this population area, we would be most 
happy to continue and answer those questions for you. 

That concludes my testimony. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you, Alfred. 

[The prepared statement and responses to questions of Senator 
Grassley by Mr. Elgin follow:] 
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NATIONAL INDIAN COUNCIL ON AGING, INC. 



P.O. lOX 20U • AilUqUERQUE, NEW MEXICO Vm • (SOS) 7b6*227« 



Docember 19, 1983 



Senator Charles Grassley 
Chairman, Subcoiwrittoo on Aginy 
United Stateu Senate 

Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
Wadhingtcn, O.C. 20201 



Dear Senator Grassley: 

We are submittiny the following otatoment in response to 
your letter of December 2, 1983; we have alsio included 
some commants in answer to your Supplemental Questions 
which you included with the letter. 

The National Indian Council on Aging is in agreement with 
the intent of the Older Americans Act to provide for the 
basic needs of all older Americans, an<^ we support the basic 
concept of the targeting provisions which indicate that those 
who dro "in the greatest economic and social need" are to be 
considered priority recipients of services under the Act. 
It is our pooition, however, that neither the intent of the 
Act, nor the targeting language are being appropriately 
honored especially with regard to the provision of ser- 
vices for ■'r.dian elders. Indian elders, who are undeninbly 
among those who are "in the greatest economic and social 
need, "are being overlooked, underserved and discriminated 
against in the actual implemontatior. of programs under the Act. 
We cite the following information as evidence in support of 
this claim: 

1. According to the statement of Dorcas Hardy, Assistant 
Secretary of tlie Office of Human Development Services 
(cf . testimony before the Subcommittee on Aging, November 
15, 1983) , 96% of the total funds appropriated under the 
Older Americans Act are for Title III. It is significant 
to note that the level of participation of Indian elders 
in Title III programs is an overall average of l.U. The 
fact is obvious that Indian elders are undersorved under 
Title III, and are not being targeted for seiTVices. 
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To elaborate further, Indian elders have become a minority 
among minorities In Title III programs. Minority partici- 
pation In Title III has been given as 217. two years ago, orid 
decreasing to the current rate of around 18?^,. VJhlle th^.se 
figures are Indicative of the level of participation of 
minorities In p,eneral, they completely obscure the 1.1% 
participation level of Indian elders. The needs and inter- 
ests of Indian elders are clearly not bein<; adequately 
addressed. Proportionately, Indian elders are the least 
served ethnic minority undier the Act. 

A similar situation exists with regard to Title VI (.c^rants 
for Indian Tribes). Of the more than 387 Federally recognized 
Indian Tribes, only 33 have received Title VI grants. Many of 
these 83 Title VI programs are being operated only at minimal 
levels (due to limitations In funding), serving only one or two 
meals per week, and serving limited numbers of elders. The 
programs are unable to reach nut to other elders In their areas 
who are In need of services, because there Is a severe lack of 
funds and transportation to provide for them. Title VI fund- 
ing levels have been comparatively low, and are not In keeping 
with the stated priorities of the Older Americans Act. 

Title VI regulations, requiring that a tribe or grantee be 
able to enroll a mlmlmum of 75 elders, effectively exclude many 
Indian or Alaskan Native elders from being served by Title VI. 
simply because they have the misfortune of being members of a 
small tribe, rancherla or Alaskan vlUaee. The regulations 
need to be changed In order to permit all needy Indian elders 
to participate In the programs; and funding levels need to be 
Increased sufficiently to permit the addition of more Title VI 
prop.rams to serve those who are presently excluded. 

Failure to direct funds properly has resulted In yet another 
type of discrimination, t^llo there are a few tribes which 
can serve their elders to some extent under Title VI, and while 
a small number of the non-reservation elders arc able to parti- 
cipate In Title III procvrams, there remains an overwhelming 
majority of Indian elders who are totally unserved by any OAA 
program. These are those who are either members of tribes which 
do not participate in Titles III or VI, or are those who are 
living off-reservation and, therefore, are presently beyond the 
reach of services under Title VI. Comparing this fact with the 
low participation rate of Indian elders In Title III programs 
(1.17.), It Is evident that there are many Indian elders who live 
of f-reser'/atlon and are unserved. The number of these non-reaer- 
vatlon elders Is greater than many people Imagine: the 1980 
census revealed that 497* of all Indian people live off-reserva- 
tion, and this group represents a similar proportion of the 
109,000 who are Indian elders. Many of these people live In 
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3. Adequate represet?caclon of Indian elders* needs muse be 
assured ac che State and Area Agency level and on Advisory 
Councils. NICOA su^^gests that this may be accomplished 
through the f aceiving of nominations by the Administra- 
tion on Aging, aao through appointments made by the Com- 
missioner . 

4. Funding must be set aside under OAA to support a full-scale 
needs assessment and outreach effort in order to assure that 
all elders who are in need are identified and reached with 
adequate services. 

5. Finally, stringent and enforceable regulations need to be 
included in the Act, which will make it mandatory for AoA, State 
and Area Agencies on Aging, and individual program directors 

to comply with the stated priorities (targeting language) 
of the Act in both allocation of funds, and in the provision 
of services. It is the conviction of. NICOA that extraordinary 
action will be required in order to bring the targeting 
language into sharper focus, and to make it more meaningful. 
We believe the language should specify Indian elders as a 
separate target group, so that their interests <»re not lost 
in the reporting of services delivered to ethnic minorities by 
State and Area Agencies on Aging. 



Senator Grassley, In order to respond to your Supplemental Questions, 
we submit the following (answered in the order they were presented 
in your letter of December 2, 1983): 

1. In view of the foregoing documentation of the low participation 
levels of Indian elders in the Older Americans Act programs, 

we . ould have to say that the language has not been given 
enough prominence in the Act, and that this prominence needs 
to be increased in such a way that the priorities are made 
clear under each Title, and should be reinforced with the 
inclusion of strict regulations requiring compliance with 
those priorities. 

2. Since minority groups represent a large percentage of those 
who are cohorts in the low- income and vulnerability categories, 
it should be sufficient to leave the specification of target 
groups as it currently stands. We would not support any such 
means of determining low-income or other eligibility as the 
application of a means test. 

3. While we do not have at our disposal statistics indicating 
levels of minority program participation in Title IV, based 
on our experience with the comparative levels of participa- 
tion in the other Titles, and based on our experience as a 
Title IV program undergoing drastic reductions over the last 
five years, we would have to say that there needs to be some 
further assurance that Title IV resources v;ill be devoted in 
drastically increased amounts to minority-oriented programs. 




ERIC 



207 



Wc would not anticipate that the solution would lie in the 
establishment of percGnta$;e quotas for participation in Title 
IV, but we would definitely xfecoitunend that tnore attention 
be given by AoA to their o\m statements of policy with roRard 
to ''priority groups." Many minority Title IV programs have 
been rendered Alnost ineffective, due to repeated cutbacks 
in funding over the past five years. 

4. Quite the contrary; all of the documented studies available to 
us at this time indicate Chat minority elders (and especially 
Indian and Alaskan Native elders) are underserved by these 
other programs. This is due, in part, to the fact that many 
of these programs do not have effective outreach mechanisms 
(in fact, some have no outreach mechanisms at all), and there 
is little being done to remove barriers to access. The minor- 
ity elderly are, in effect, beinjr; excluded from participation 
in programs to which they are entitled, despite any prioritiza- 
tion or tarseting languac^e which way exist in the policies of 
the various programs. Clearlv stated, and strictly enforced, 
language/regulations need to be tnt.oduced if "targeting" i-s 

to mean anything at all. 

5. Our statement that legislative provisions of the Act are 
acceptable as they are, was intended to indicate that, if the 
priorities which have been stated in the Act were being faith- 
fully observed, there would be no need for a change in the 
language. However, judging from the low levels of partici- 
pation among Indian elders in Title III, and from the inability 
of Title VT programs to serve Indian elders at adequate levels, 
it v;ould be absolutely essential that more weight be given 

to older Indians throughout the Act. There need to be strictlv 
enforced requirements that State and Area Agencies on Aging take 
definite steps to bring the level of older Indian participation 
in Title HI up to parity with other ethnic groups in order to 
assure equality and to improve the inordinately deprived living 
conditions faced by Indian and Alaskan Native elders. 

6. As wc have stated in our letter of December 9, 1983, inade- 
quate representation at any level (Federal Council on Aging, 
State Unit on Aging, Area Agency on Aging, or Advisory Council) 
effectively prejudges the outcome of allocations of resources, 
and it becomes almost inevitable that ninority elders (and 
expecially Indian elders) will be overlooked, ignored, or 
discriminated against. It is our conviction that Indian elders 
should be given assurances of representation at every level 

In the decision-making process. 

As to how this representation can be achieved, it is clear that 
there needs to be a mandated requirement that every SUA, every 
AAA, and every Advisory Council, which has as a part of its 
service population Indian or Alaskan Native elders, should have 
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isolated rural areas, or are residing in urban areas; but 
are Just as isolated in the sense that they do not have 
a surrounding support group of the same culture and language 
to care for their needs, nor a tribal entity which can apply for 
direct dollars to serve their needs. Once aeain, it can be 
seen that the stated priorities of the Act» nave become little 
more than words in the actual outworking of OAA programs, not 
affecting any change for the betterment of ''priority groups". 

The Indian elders, then, can be classified in two categories 
with respect to the Older Americans Act programs: a) under- 
served (consisting of those served by 83 Title VI grantees, 
and a few who participate in Title III); and b) the unserved . 
What is needed is not so much more targeting language, but 
action which is in keeping with promised priorities. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to correct the failure of discision -makers and service 
providers to comply with the stated priorities of the Act, NICOA 
proposes the following: 

1. Substantial increases in funding for all Titles under the Act 
need to be made (to levels which are sufficient to fulfill 
the targeting obligations). Special and significant increases 
are needed in extraordinary amounts for Titles III, IV, and 
VI so that: a) more Indian elders can be reached and in- 
cluded in Title III programs; b) Title IV programs can be 
permitted to operate' at levels which will truly make an im- 
pact on the efficiency and effectiveness of the other Titles, 
and so that there can be on-going advocacy and monitoring of 
programs under the Act; c) the number of people served and 
the number of meals served per individual under Title VI can 
be increased to levels whica are commensurate with the real 
needs; and d) the number of Title VI programs can be in- 
creased, so as to include many Indian elders who are now 
excluded. 



2. Directors of State and Area Agencies on Aging and Title III 
directors should be required to determine the number and 
location of Indian elders within their service areas, and to 
take definite steps to provide adequate services for these 
elders. Where programs do not exist to serve elders within 
a givf'n locale, State and Area Agencies on Aging should bv 
required to provide the administrative support and technical 
assistance necessary to develop and implement such programs 
in those areas. 
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representatives serving In meaningful capacities from amonj; 

the Indian elder (or Alaskan Native) population. This could 

be accomplished by means of direct appointment by the Coinmissioner 

on Aging, or by the responsible authority in each of the State 

Units on aging. 

7. AmonP, the Federal options, No.'s 2, 4, 3, and 9(b) show the 

greatest potential for success. State and local options: No.'s 
1, 2, 7(a;, 7(b), 8(a) and b(b). However, these options alone 
will not guarantee success; more io needed (see our answers to 
questions 2, 3, and 0). 

3. Kven though the data presented by AoA may adequately reflect 
the number of "minorities" who participate in its programs, 
ic clearly does not reiiect witn any degree of accuracy the 
level of participation of Indian elders in the programs. The 
data, ironically, obscures the level of participation of In- 
dian elders by lumping them together in the general category 
of minorities. Good examples of this come from the testimony 
of Dorcaa Hardy before the Subcommittee on November 15th, In 
which she states: "...we have a considerable amount of evidence 
that Title III funds arc already being targeted to persons with 
the greatest economic and social needs." The fact that overall 
Indian participation In Title III Is only 1.1% Is obscured by 
the data Ms. Hardy refers to In her statement. Furthermore, 
the data base of the National Association of Area Agencies on 
Ar,lng, which state that "these sub-populations are being served 
in far sJ^eater proportions than the general aged population .,." 
also have missed the significance of the level of n'ecd among 
the Indian elders. For example, the N4A Data Base on Aging 
Indicates that 147, of the U.S, population 60 plus are reported 
to be poverty, and that 60% of the participants In congregate 
meals ... are "low-Income" people; the fact Is chat 61% of the 
Indian elders are In poverty, and their participation rate In 
congregate meals Is low. In comparison to the others who 
participate In these programs. Other statistics quoted by Ms. 
Hardy from the N'4A Data Dasc Indicate a similar Inconsistency 
with the real facts as thoy pertain to the Indian elders. 

Therefore, we must conclude that the statistical Information referred 
to above docs not accurately reflect the real status of Indian elders 
in terms of their participation In OAA programs. 

I trust the above provides adequate Information for your purposes. 
Thank you for your help on behalf of the elders. 
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Senator Grassley. Alan? 

Mr, ACKMAN. Mr, Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to 
appear, 

In the remaining time, I would like to focus my comments on 
what I see as one very visible need for targeting and a possible ap- 
proach to targeting tied to that particular need. 

First, I feel that the unifying concept underpinning the Older 
Americans Act is the mandate for the aging network to assure the 
development of a community-based system of services which can ef- 
fectively promote the independence of older persons. 

Now, there is a tremendous immediacy to the question of how 
and where the aging network provides leadership to care system 
development activities in the next several years. This question has 
particular relevance in the realm of community-based alternative 
services, As the pressures mount to reduce expensive institutional- 
ization and hospital sta)[s because of medicare and medicaid fund- 
ing constraints, there will be corresponding increases in the level 
of interest in alternative care services. 

Right now in the field, we see ms^jor health care providers 
moving into this arena, oftentimes with little concern for more 
than product diversification, revenue generation, or overall market 
share, 

In light of the enormitv of the medicare and medicaid problems, 
I feel every effort should be made to marshal whatever resources 
and expertise exist to build programs which can avert the need for 
expensive, institutionally based services wherever possible. To 
assure the efforts of the aging network are in fact directed toward 
this larger problem of care for the elderly, I believe Congress 
should place a more direct burden on the aging network to build 
local care systems which can provide the potential for reducing the 
reliance on hospital and nursing home care by the elderly. 

Taking the idea one step further, I believe it is possible to use 
the targeting provisions to point up this responsibility. 

Let me briefly describe the targeting concept which reflects this 
reasoning. Our approach to targeting is based on the concept of 
functional capacity or impairment. It is generally thought that 
older persons experience gradual declines in functioning capacity 
as they age. Taken broadly, functional capacity translates into a 
person s ability to remain independent, care for themselves, and 
function as an integral part of community life. We know an older 
person's overall functional capacity is influenced by many factors, 
such as economic resources, ethnicity, social networks, physical 
health, mental accuity, and the ability to carry out the tasks of 
daily living. In fact, overall capacity, functional capacity, or some- 
times what we call impairment, is generally determined by meas- 
uring the losses in capacity on each of the above dimensions, using 
what is referred to as a multifunctional assessment process. 

The concept of functional capacity itself is not sufficient to estab- 
lish a targeting provision. Functional capacity has been a yardstick 
for measurement of the overall condition of an older person. Tar- 
geting provisions based on functional capacity would single out a 
particular level of functional capacitv which the aging network is 
particularly well suited to support. In our view, there is tremen- 
dous potential for targeting Older Americans Act funding on those 
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who are declining in functional capacity but who are not yet at 
risk of institutionalization. We see an ability to organize communi- 
ty-based care to provide a range of community-based health and 
social services to these persons so as to forestall further declines in 
functional capacity. The idea is to eUminate or at least delay fur- 
ther losses in functional capacity which would lead to the use of 
high-cost hospitalization or institutionally based nursing home 
care. 

It appears there are several advantages to using functional ca- 
pacity as a basis for targeting. First, the concept uses no single 
characteristic, trait, or problem as a basis for prioritizing the use of 
resources. The concept is tied to a person's overall condition. 

Second, the concept provides a better basis for making decisions 
on what the character of community-based care should be — for ex- 
ample, service priorities can be more clearly established. 

Third, it forces the Older Americans Act programs to demon- 
strate their contributions in responding to the larger, immediate 
issues of medicare and medicaid financing. 

Fourth, it provides the simple language for discussing how a care 
system for the elderly should evolve at the local level. People find 
that— we find that we can develop a clearer picture of a person 
who is well, declining or frail than someone who is socially and eco- 
nomically needy. 

In terms of recommendations, I would urge inclusion of targeting 
provisions in the act. I believe language should be added which ad- 
dresses serving the impaired elderly on a priority basis. I am not 
convinced the Older Americans Act programs are well equipped to 
serve the needs of the very frail, severely impaired population. 
However, I believe the aging network can be effective in organizing 
a community-based care system for older persons who have experi- 
enced substantial losses in functional capacity which, if unchecked, 
can lead to rapid deterioration or the risk of institutionalization. 

While I recommend the inclusion of language highlighting the 
priority in meeting the needs of the impaired elderly, any such pro- 
vision should be a supplement to, not a replacement for, provisions 
which would require priority being given to meeting the needs of 
the minority and poor older persons. 

I would not recommend percentage allocations tied to any target 
provision including any provision related to functional impairment. 
State and area agencies should, however, be required to show how 
they will provide outreach and service access capacities responsive 
to the needs of those who are moderately impaired. 

Thank you for considering my views. 

[The prepared statement and responses to questions asked by 
Senator Grassley of Mr. Ackman follow;] 
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StattsisQiit of The Assistance Group tor Huaan Resources Developmenti Inc. 



Mr. Chftlnqan, oy name is Alan Ackman, I am President of The Assistance 
Group for Human Resources Development, Inc. Ue are a private, research and 
development organization based In Washington, D.C. Much of our practice 
involves provision of technical support to organizations who plan, manage, or 
provide services to the elderly. We have provided support to State and Area 
Agencies on Aging since 1972 In the areas of program design, and financing. 

My testimony reflects our experience working with State and Area Agencies 
to design local aging programs which could be targeted to specific population 
groups. I would like to cover the question of whst we see as the purpose of 
targeting and offer a possible approach to targeting based cn the concept of 
functional capacity of older persona. 



Targeting cannot be Isolated as an Issue regardless of whether we are 
framing national leglalatlon, devlalng state-level policies on resource 
allocation, or providing a set of direct services to on older person In a 
community. To be felt, targeting decisions must permeate the entire structure 
snd design of Older Americans Act programs. For example, targeting declslona 
should be the basis by which service priorities are established, program 
development activities are prioritized* and the capacities of the State and 
Area A^enclea strengthened over time. Given this view. It Is Important to 
analyze how targeting decisions should be reflected In the operation of Older 
Americans Act programs. 

The unifying concept underpinning the Older Americans Act Is the mandate 
for the Aging >tetwork to assure the development of a comaunlty-baned care 
ayatea which can effectively promote the Independence of older persons. To be 
effective we believe a care aystem has four basic components: 

I) A Continuum of Direct Services , capable of providing a flexible 
response to the changing service needs of an older person. This 
includes at a minimum, the range of In-home, and/or community based 
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fjochil, health, and hoiialng ;utv1cl»h ruqulrud to help the older person 
live as Indupundcntly as possible^ 

2) An Orgt-inlzed Process for Service Access , designed to assure an 
Individual older person's needs for services are Identified, and 
responses provided. Norraally, Information and referral or case 
management services are thought of as typos of tervlce access activities* 

3) A Process for Hanagcroent . to be used by the Aging Network to plan and 
control Che performance of the care system consistent with the basic 
policies established for the Older Americans Act, Including any policies 
on targeting. 

4) A Process For Program Development , which organizes and directs the 
efforts of Aging Network staff In building community level comaltttent and 
support to the provision of support to the elderly* 

What does targeting mean within this context? At a local level we must 
be sure all the components of the care system are In place and fit together* 
The design of the pieces is In turn shaped by decisions on targeting. Thus 
the character of each component of the care system Is Influ'^nced by the 
population to be served on a priority basis. It Is not enough to simply 
establish the priority and then reflect the priority In pleccaeal fashion. 

My preference Is to use targeting decisions to help promote further 
development and Improvement of the community based care system. Therefore, 
targeting has a two-fold purpose. First, It assures formal commitments sre 
made to reach out and serve, on a prlo^-lty basis, those in greatest need. 
Second I targeting provides a focus and sense of direction to care system 
development activities. 

In most localities we csnnot say a coomimlty-baaed care system for the 
elderly exists. There Is still considerable fragmentation In service 
delivery, lack of adequate service access Is oftentimes a major constraint to 
service utilization. Planning Is too often a perfunctory exercise and rarely 
opportunistic. Program development activities are frequently Isolated 
Initiatives which do not necessarily further the development of « coamunlty- 
based care system. 

Now there Is tremendous Iraedlacy to the question of how and where the 
Aging Network provide leadership to care system development activities In the 
neiet several years. The question has particular relevance In the realm of 
comaanlty based alternative services. As the pressures mount to reduce 
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expensive Instltutlonnlizatlon and hoopU;il «tays becnuse of Medicare and 
Medicaid funding conseraincs, there will be a corresponding liicrcasc in che 
level of inceresc in alternative care services. Major health care providers 
are already moving into thia arena, oftentiocs with little concern for core 
than product diversif icationi revenue gcneradoni and overall toarketahare. 
There Is «i need for local leadership and expert iae* 

The Network can and rauat take a strong role in helping providersi payors 
and the elderly themselves introduce more effective, and pervasive coauaunity* 
based care. In this role the Network oust speak for those who are 
disadvantaged and assure their needs receive special attention* 



Our approach to targeting is sofflewhsc different in technique froa those 
previously presented; however, by no means incoopatible in concept* In the 
past three years we have worked with a franevork for csrgetiag based on che 
concept of functional capacity of an older person* 

It is generally thought older persons experience gradual declines in 

I 

functioning capacity as they age* Taken broadly, functional capacity 
translateo into a person's ability to reaain independent, care for theoselvea, 
and function as an integral part of cooaunity life. We know an older person's 
overall func^^ional capacity is influenced by oany factora auch aa econoaic 
resources, y^*fioeVai Networks, physiesl heslth, aental acuity, and ability to 
carry out the tasks of daily living* In fact overall functional capacity or 
what is soaetioes called '*iapaiment" is generally deterained by aeaauring the 
losses in capacity on each of the above disenaions, using what is referred Co 
as aulti-f unctional aaaesaaent process* 

The concept of functional capacity itself is not sufficient to establish 
a targeting proviaion, Functional capacity ia but a yardacick for neasureaent 
of the overall condition of the older person. Targeting provisions baaed on 
functional capacity would aingle out particular levels of functional capacity 
which the Aging Network is especially well«-suited to support. 

In prior studies of the functional capacltiea of the older population, we 
find fsoac of the elderly have little or no leipainBent (i*e, <iO-45Z), At the 
other extreoe we find a smsU nuaber of elderly who are aeverely iapaired 
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(I.e. 7 - lU) — thoHc canaldered frail, and In need of extensive service 
supports. Between these extreaea we find a population group who are 
moderately or generally Impaired, but could not be considered at rlak of 
Institutionalization* 

Historically our programs have focused on either those with It tie or no 
Impairment or those with severe impalrmenta. For example, the Older 
Americans Act programs are icore focused on those elderly without extensive 
overall Impairments. By contraat Hedlcara and Medicaid are heavily committed 
to those considered to be severely Impaired. 

In our view there Is tremendous potential for targeting Older Americans 
Act funding on those who are declining In functioning capacity but not yet at 
risk of InstltutlonalUatlon. We see an ability to organize coamunlty-basod 
care to provide a range of community baaed health and social services to these 
persons, so as to forestall further declines In functional capacity. The Idea 
Is to eliminate or at least delay further losaea In functional capacity which 
lead to high coat hospitalisation or Institutional baaed nuralng care. 



Implications For Community-Baaed Care 



Targeting Older Americans Act reaourcea on the moderately Impaired or 
what could considered the "declining" elderly has aeveral impllcatlona Ou 
advancement of the care system concept. For example: 

1) Direct Servlcea ~ State and Area Agencies would fund on a priority 
baala home care aervlcea and any community baaed aervlcet which could be 
shown Co forestal^ decUnea In functional capacity. 

2) Service Acceaa — There would be a need to upgrade local capacities to 
assess the functional capacity of older peraona, plan care and perform 
foUowup for the declining elderly. Note, however, thla does not mean 
there la a need to create highly trained, expenalva caae mAnagemant 
units. The spproprlste level of service sccess could be csllsd enriched 
Information snd referral — aomewhera between almple Information and 
referral and elaborate caae management. 

3) Management — The proceaa for planning and control of coMuolty -based 
care would be tied to functional capacities. Area plans weuld show how 
care system development would evolve relative -to the sice and geographic 
location of thoae elderly considered to be mbderately Impaired. Service 
atandards would relate to maintaining functional capacity. Performance 
contracting would Incorporate not only the concept of unit coat but the 
expected numbers of moderately impaired peraona to be aerved. Eventually 
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the Network could evolve .i form of capitation for relrnburaoment of In- 
hone/ community based serviCQs tied to persons level of functional 
capacity* 

4) Program Developaont — The Network would focus its staff activities on 
creating new funding and comnittncnts to serving the needs of the 
moderately impaired elderly. Of necessity the Network would become more 
involved In health care, especially primary health care for declining 
elderly. This group will need more than Just health screening and 
promotion. They need access to rather extensive primary physician and 
nursing care capable Oi meshing with a total plan of care. 

Implementation Of This Targeting Technique 

The advantages to using functional capacity as a basis for targeting are 
several. First, it uses no single characteristic, trait, or problem as a 
basis for prioritizing the use of resources. The concept is tied to the 
persons' s overall condition. Second, the concept provides a better basis for 
making decisions on what the character of community-based care system should 
be. For example, service priorities can be more clearly established. Third, 
it forces the Older Americans Act programs to demonstrate their contribution 
in responding to the larger, ioaediate issues of Medicare and Kedicaid. 
Fourth, it provides a simple language for discussing how a care system for the 
elderly should evolve. People have a clearer picture of a person who is well, 
declining, and/or frail than someone who is socially or economically needy. 

In our preliminary work on functional capacity, we find the distribution 
of the elderly population by level of functional status varies by type of 
population sub-group. Three years ago we obtained the computer data base 
created by the General Accounting Office in its study called The Well Being 
of Older Peoj)le in Cleveland, Ohio (GAO 1977) We organized the data so as to 
show the relationship of functional capacity to specific population sub- 
groups. We explored the influence of age, ethnicity, sex, income, marital 
status, and education on functional capacity. 

Our findings indicate the distribution of functional atatus within 
demographic cohorts of the elderly vary widely. While there is a general 
decrease in functioning with age for the total elderly population, there are 
significant groups of impaired persons among the "young" and *'ffliddle-aged" 
elderly as well. In general higher than average proportions of moderately and 
severely impaired persons appears to depend more heavily on the apeclfic mix 
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of demographic characterlat lea of ethnicity, Incotno, raiirlt/il stntus and 
education of a given cohort rather than the nore commonly used criteria of age 
and 80X. For exaaple, the Cleveland data show Whites are less likely to be 
lfflpa4red than Blacks (CAO 1977). 

In a coapanlon effort we conducted an extensive review of the functional 
status of the Indian elderly population, In conjunction with the National 
Indian Council On Aging. Our results showed the functional capacity profiles 
of Indians/Alaskan Natives 55+ were coaparable to the Cleveland elderly 
population elderly 654-. We also found the functional capacity profiles of 
rural Indiana/Alaskan Natives 45+ were comparable to choae 65+ In Cleveland. 
This further confirmed the Impact of ethnicity on levela of impairment* 

Based on this preliminary work we believe It Is possible to take 
generally available Census data on the elderly and develop estimates of the 
elderly population by level of functional status. Should this be borne out, 
It would be possible to among other things base an Intra-State funding formula 
on functional status. Furthermore, our preliminary study shows It Is also 
possible to show the range antL-type of service needs aasoclated with each 
level of functional capacity. As the level of functional capacity diminishes 
the range and intensity of service need changes. 

Recommendations ' 

I would urge Inclusion of targeting provlaloni In the Act. I believe 
language should be added which addresses serving the Impslred elderly on a 
priority basis. I am not convinced tho. Older Americana Act Programs are well 
equipped to serve the needa of the very frail, aevercly Impaired population* 
However, I believe the Aging Network csn be effective In organlxlng a 
community based care syatem for those olde'- persons 's who have experienced 
substantial loaaes In functional capacity uhlch If unchecked can lead to rapid 
deterioration and the risk of Instlr.utlonal tatlon. While I recommend the 
Inclusion of language highlighting the priority In meeting the needs of the 
Impaired elderly, any such provision should be a supplement to, not s 
replacement for, provisions which would require priority Selng given to 
meeting the nee4a of the mluorlty and poor older persona. 

I would not recommend percentage allocations tied to any target 
provliilon, lncl\jdlnf> nny provision related to functional Impnlrment. Stati- 
and Area Agencies should, however, be required to show how they will provide 
outreach and service access capacities responsive to the needs of those who 
are moderately Impaired. 
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Responses to SupplefBental Questions For 
Alan F. Ackoun 



Responses have been prepared for each of the six questions posed by the 
Subcoomlttee on Aging concerning the targeting provisions of the Older 
Americans Act* The individual reaponses are as follow: 

1. Hov vould scnrice needs that are not related to functional ispainMot, auch 
as legal aarvicaa, information and referral, couhseliog, and transportation be 
viewed within the context of your propoaal? 

With the possible exception of legal services, the range of health and social 
services required by older persons can be related to different levels of 
functional capacity. Functional capacity is not defined just In terms of 
physical disability; rather the concept Incorporates the range of social, 
economic, mental health, physical health, and ADL (Activities of Daily Living) 
dimensions of an older person. When functional capacity Is defined In this 
broader sense. It Is possible to relate a wide range of services to functional 
capacity* 

There Is a ratlonsle for a broad definition of functional capacity. The Aging 
Network programs should contribute to maintaining or improving a person's 
overall functioning capacity, or well-beln^j. Thla Is why the "continuum of 
care" language of the Act exists. For example, some elderly may be relatively 
healthy physically, yet suffer from a range of mental health, social and 
economic problems which collectively contribute to a high level of functional 
Impairment. To help maintain the overall functional capacity of the elderly 
In a comnuiilty, a variety of different services or continuum of services 
should exist. To be sure many elderly will need primarily health related 
services; however, It Is very Important a variety of social services and 
access services also be available. Counseling .transportation. Information 
and referral services are examples of such services. 
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In our study of the data generated by the General Accounting Office In Its 
study called The Well Being of Older People In Cleveland, Ohio we found It was 
possible to Identify the relationship between a large number of specific 
health and aoclal services which related to different levels of functional 
Impairment. Based on the data we were able to define 16 different levels of 
functional capacity. For each level we were able to Identify what services 
were required and, In a relative sense, how much of each service was 
required. See Figure 1. As can be seen In Figure 1 a wide variety of 
services were related to functional capacity. With the exception of a service 
such as legal aid. It appears most health and social aervlces exhibit some 
demonstrable relationship to functional capacity. 



2. You Indicate that local capacities to aaseaa functiODal capabilities of 
older peraoiw should be upgraded. Could you expand on this atatc^nt? Who 
vould perform the aaseas^nt function and what would be the coaia of 
iBpleBBDtlog this syatea? 

This recommendation was associated with my proposal to target Older Americans 
Act resources using the concept of functional capacity as a way for defining 
what groups of the elderly should be served on a priority basis. I singled 
nut those elderly who are moderately Impaired as a priority. These elderly 
can be characterized as experiencing problems In several different dimensions 
(I. a, social, economic, physical etc.). Nonetheless, the person ^s still 
maintaining a sufficiently high level of overall functional capacity to be 
able to remain Independent. 

Although a large number of the moderately Impaired elderly may live with a 
high degree of Independence, many are likely over time to experience rapid 
losses In functional capacity unless their overall situation Is reviewed and 
early-on Interventions provided. If the mix of required services are not 
provided, the Individual can quickly reach the point where the only viable 
supports are either Institutional care or extensive/expensive alternative care 
services. If the needs of this group are to be met, the Aging Network must be 
able to identify who Is moderately impaired, and what services they will 
require to help avoid further losses in functional capacity. This is 
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especially Importanl as current recipients of Older Americans Act services 
becooe oore Impaired* 

There are basically two options the Network can exercise In setting up the 
capacity to Identify, assess and plan responses to the needs of the moderately 
Impaired* To be consistent with past practice, Area Agencies would contract 
for this service using an established case management unit, social services 
agency or possibly an eotabllshed home health agency ms the provider. The 
problem with this option Is the issue of objectivity, especially when the 
provider Is an agency who provides a particular set of direct services. A 
second option Is for Area Agencies, where feasible, to establish service 
access units In their own orgar.izatlon and provide the service themselves. 

I favor the latter approach for two reasons. First, It sharpens the role of 
the Area Agency. In many cases It would diminish the sense that the local 
Area Agency Is but an administrative unit involved principally in grants 
management. This Is true not only In terms of what the elderly may view as 
the role of the Area Agencies, but service providers perceptions as well. 
Second, this role for Area Agencies would stimulate greater day-to-day 
exposure of the Area Agency staff to the needs of the elderly and Improve 
their capacity to identify which service gaps are especially hard-felt and 
what program development activities could be undertaken to resolve these 
gaps. For example » Area Agencies would build greater knowledge and awareness 
of health problems faced by the elderly and the types of health care currently 
available to them. This approach would encourage Area Agencies to view needs 
and related services addressed by the Older Americans Act in a nuch more 
expansive way. This should result In better, more creative planning and 
program devclopmant. 

As stated In the prior testimony this recommendation does not require creation 
of an comprehensive case management capacity. It moans centralizing an 
Information and Referral service, locating the I&R service In the Area Agency, 
and augmenting the I&R service with the capacity to perform outreach, 
assessment, service planning and followup. To the extent possible, staff 
would be oriented In the use of multl-funcMonsl assesaments, the techniques 
of service plaunlng, and the procedures for systematic followup and 
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reasaessoent. In addition, It would require eatabllahlng coordination 
procedures with those agencies providing pre-adaisslon screening to nursing 
hoaes or case aianagenent to the frail elderly* 

I believe the Long-Term Care Gerontology Centers could play a valuable role In 
helping Area Agencies assuae this new role. It %«uld provide the Centers a 
tangible, Imacdlately useful role In building the capacities of the Network, 
It may also be necessary for AoA to sponsor some limited level of technical 
assistance to State and Area Agencies in relating this new role to their 
planning and program development responsibilities* 

With respect to funding the assessment and planning function, it is possible 
to envision an approach where the service la funded through diversion of 
existing Program resources. The decision of where to divert resources should 
be left to each Area Agency. If such an approach were adopt.ed, each Area 
Agency would have to carefully analyse its existing Program and determine 
which services or Area Agency staff activities could be replaced through other 
resources. To gain maximum effect with this approach, it would also mean Area 
Agencies would need to target funds on those services which are key to serving 
the needs of the moderately impaired (e.g. hoaemaker, transportation, home 
delivered DQala etc.) 

3. What do you aean by tarsetlt« resources on the moderately impaired elderly 
as a "suppleaent to" not a replacement for, provlsloaa giving priority to low 
income and minority older pensona? For lostanoe, would a minority older 
peraon also hav« to be moderately Impaired? 

Greater emphasis should be given to the targetting of resources for the 
moderately Impaired. The '^moderately impaired" would serve aa the moat 
enconpasaing priority. Within this category, priority could be given to the 
low-income and/or minority elderly* 

4. Compared with the major health care programs, (Medicare, Hcdicald) for the 
elderly, the Older Aaerlcaiv Act is characterised by scarce resources for home 
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can Mr9lc«0« If tht Act vere to eoneeotrate on these eenrlcet for the 
fynetiOMlly dittbled, imuld*Qt these resoureet be ueed up rtpldl^ ■ iwili 
group of iAdividuele? 

In ey teatlnony I eade s dlitlnctlon between those iiho ire noderately Inpalred 
end those who are frail or aerverely lepalred* I preaented a propoaal for 
aerving the moderately impaired on a priority baaie* The hone care heeds of 
the moderately impaired elderly will not be aa great for those of the frail 
elderly* However, tsrgeting the moderately impaired would require a ahift of 
aome aenior center funding to home care aervicea* Thia could result in 
reduction in the total number of elderly served, unless the State and Area 
Agenciea can replace the reaourcea cotaoitted to the aofter, center-baaed 
aervicea with other funding or inkind reaources. 

3* title III coataioa lao^iuase that reaourcea under the Act aupport a 
"contlouta of care for the vulnerable elderly". Do you have any tbougbta on 
turn this laoguage abould be amended? 

I would favor language which introduces the notion of functional capacity into 
the Act* Reaourcea in the Act would support a ** continuum of community baaed 
care for thoae with diminished functional capacity but not at risk of 
institutlonalisstlon." This clarifies the role of the Act's programs in the 
long term csre system, especially in terms of the alternative care aervicea 
provided through eithar Medicaid or Medicare. These latter services would be 
targeted to aerve the frail elderly* 

6. Of the posalble federal level optlooa identified by Dr, Bloatock aa haviag 
high potential or being worth cooalderatlon for targeting for economic or 
modal need, do any atrike you aa particularly worth purauiog? 

The relative attractiveness of the various federal level options for targeting 
econoQlc and aoclal needa muat be put In context. If a targeting provision is 
to have an Impact on lo^al programs, the target ting provision has to be 
supplemented by: 1) a very clear definition of the needs to be addressed (an 
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operctlon«l definition); 2) developoont of coat effective mechanisms for 
identifying people with those needii and 3) « clearly defined aet of aervlcea 
to be funded on a priority baais which are felt to be reaponaive to the 
targetting proviaiona* lapletaentation options must aatisfy all three 
criterion. 

I find it difficult to identify a aet of high potential options or those worth 
conalderation which will aeet the above criteria, Thia is baaed on several 
lapreaaiona, Firat, the options addreaa implementation of targeting related 
to economic need by Itaelf . It appeara there are no optiona which addreaa the 
social needa per^ ac . Furthermore, there is a question of what constitutes 
economic or social need. Dr.Binstock*a proposals should be considered in the 
context of what will be adopted aa a definition of economic and aocial need, 
I would heaitate to evaluate the implementation alternatives without knowing 
the preciae definition of %^at is being implemented as the targeting 
provision. 

Second, the optiona are adnlniatrative in character and aa auch are ailent on 
apeclflc prograoaatic optiona which could meet the economic anc? aocial 
needs. Whst are those aervicea? Being poor can manifeat itaelf through many 
different functional dlmenaiona — physical health, ADL, lADL, aocial, as well 
aa eRonoaic. How do we define which of these areas of functional loss are 
used aa s basis for defining priority service responses? 

Third, any selected option should incorporate a commitment to Implement 
outreach and assessment procedures at the local level which will determine who 
has an economic need. This auggesta s means teat which can lead to the 
•welfare" atigmatizatlon addreascd by Dr. Blnstock. By contrast creation of 
processes to Identify those wlio noderately impaired would not be faced with 
the problem of the "welfare stigma.'* 

In summary the primary problem remains the use of a targeting provision which 
is loosely defined "economic and social need". Implementation options, 
regardless of their form, cannot remedy the deficioncies caused by the current 
definitions or lack thereof. 





Figure 1 



OROUP hEAN RATINCS: 






SOCIAL 




2 


eCOMOhIC 




2 


MENTAL 




2 


PHYSICAL 




2 


A . Ci . L . 




2 


CIS SCORE (REF) 




10 


(lOctoR visns 


VISITS 


5 


T RANbrORTAT lOM 


QN^ TRIP 


316 


FINANCIAL AID 


DOLLARS 


1250 


ESCORT 


ONS TRIP 


26 


HOh^hAKER 


VISITS 


99 


GROCERIES 


DOLLARS 


210 


Al;rtlN/LEGAL 


INCIDENTS 




SQL / KLC 


SESSIONS 


0? 


CHECKING 


CONTACTS 


15 


HOSPITAL C'AYS 


DAYS 


16 


INFO $> refi:rhal 


INCIDENTS 


3 


hCALS 


mEALS 


12^ 


PERSONAL CARE 


VISITS 


322 


NURSING CARE 


VISITS 


227 


NURSING HOME 


DAYS 


173 


cont. Supervision 


DAYS 


1 


EVALUATION 


HOURS 


I 


MENTAL HEALTH 


SESSIONS 


6 


RELOCATION SVC 


MOVES 




TEMP.QTR. <PLCMNT> 


NIGHTS 


363 


PHYSICAL THERAPY 


SESSIONS 


12^ 


OUTREACH 


INCIDENTS 


2 


E['UCATI0N 


HOURS 


6 


EMPL EDUCATION 


HOURS 


6 


REMEti TRAINING 


SESSIONS 


'9U 


jQh PLACEMENT 


PLACEMENTS 


I 



STUDY-DERIVED DATA MATRIX 
AVERAGE LEVELS OF SERVICE RECEIVED 
UNITS PER YEAR H.R RECIPIENT 



s 


2 


3 




5 


2 


2 


3 


2 


3 


3 


3 


3 


2 


t( 




2 


2 


3 


2 


3 


2 


n 




2 


3 


3 


3 


3 






3 


3 


2 


2 


3 


2 


3 


3 


•J 


I3 


12 




15 


16 


13 


15 


17 


^ 


7 


10 


6 


6 


8 


V 


0 


269 


2U I 


22U 


231 


211 


2i«4 


258 


166 


563 




896 


1636 


1011 


1^20 


1218 


1110 


21 


7 


33 


35 


56 


11 


1*7 


20 


50 


96 


79 


02 


51 


lo:; 


75 


06 


339 


216 


207 


233 


253 


237 


239 


2li« 


5 


5 


10 




1 


1 




6 


OO 


100 


75 


109 


US 




133 


68 




13 


16 


GO 


2^4 


11 


9 


22 


20 




18 


27 


17 


21 


2^ 






I 


3 


3 


3 


n 


H 


3 


0 


96 


155 


177 


115 


151 


203 


23 


0 


266 


260 


360 


360 


360 


320 


360 


92 


I6B 


230 


126 


95 


219 


182 


103 


30 


59 


133 


39 


55 


32 




i»7 


0 


6 


3 


1 


20 


n 


3 




0 


I 


1 


1 


1 


3 


1 


0 


8 






0 




3 


U 


2 


X 


I 


1 


1 


0 


1 


1 


1 


365 


363 


329 


365 


330 


365 


365 


365 


25 


128 


lOl 


150 


BQ 


128 


150 


88 


0 


2 


2 


5 


2 


3 






1 


I 


1 


3 


1 


1 


9 




0 


e 


6 


1 


>4 




1 




0 


10 


6 


150 


0 


9 


21 


0 


0 


2 


I 


0 


0 


0 


2 


1 



5 


2 


3 


3 




2 


3 


3 


3 








3 


^ 


3 


3 


3 


5 


5 


5 


5 








3 




»i 


U 


3 






5 




5 


5 


10 


16 


18 


19 




2fl 


21 


12 


11 


13 


12 


c 


6 


9 


1^0 


191 


172 


230 


12^ 


100 


106 


1509 


1212 


1^9 


508 


958 


li«Q5 


U95 


27 


6 


16 


0 


3 


3 


2^ 


60 


111 


9i» 


100 


117 


122 


130 




212 


2(46 


07 


2*^9 




237 


6 


5 


6 




3 


\ 


8 


92 


05 


72 


07 


I2i; 


I2l 


75 


12 


12 


2i» 


00 


96 


15 




2^ 


23 


Ul 


38 


11 


20 


62 


3 


3 


n 


1 


n 


\ 




1>U 


121 


1S9 




1 U 


350 


165 


316 


3i»6 


339 


360 


360 


360 


360 


161 


271 


279 




270 


206 


3ie 


195 ■ 


i27 


\^ 


'26 


67 


15>4 


193 




0 


0 


0 


7 


1 


0 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


12 




1 


26 


15 


u 


7 


n 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


\ 


365 




300 


36'J 


363 


36iJ 


365 


150 


103 


105 


06 


13 


100 


150 


0 


n 


1 


0 


0 


1 


S 


I 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


53 


1*5 


25 


150 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



227 



Senator Grasslby. Some of the questions I was going to ask are 
answered. I still have a considerable number, and we are going to 
try to go through them to some extent. If we cannot, then I will 
ask you to submit in writing responses to the remaining ones. 

I think this first one, instead of having each one of you respond 
to what I expect would be a positive from all of you, if any one of 
you would take exception to the Federal Council on Aging's posi- 
tion on reauthorization as it deals with the targeting provisions of 
the act, I would like to have you state your exceptions. 

[No response.] 

Senator Grassley. OK. Let the record show that nobody dis- 
d^rG6(i with thdtt 

The next question: Do you think that the Administration on 
Aging's data adequately reflects the number of minorities who par- 
ticipate in the programs? I would think you would all want to re- 
spond to that. 

Mr. Affeldt. I do not think it adequately reflects the actual par- 
ticipation. My reasons for this conclusion are these. First, there are 
instances where you have double counting under the Older Ameri- 
cans Act, because it is based on units of service. 

Second, I think that in some cases, the data are not accurately 
recorded. The data may actually turn out to be estimates or guess- 
timates. Third, whenever you have a human factor involved, there 
is always the possibility for error. 

But 1 also want to add, this is probably the best data available, 
and we rely on it. However, I do think it can be improved. 

Senator Grassley. I should have also asked you and I will ask 
each of you to comment on the same point in regard to reporting 
by the— or, the data base of the national AAA organizations, agen- 
cies— or, would your comment be the same? 

Mr. Affeldt. My comments would be essentially the same. I 
think that there are errors there. I am sure that the data were 
honestly collected, and an attempt was made to insure accuracy. 
But there would be clearly miscounting, in my judgment. 

Senator Grassley. Anne, would you care to comment? 

Ms. Tukpeau. I would concur with his statement. 

Senator Grassley. Louise? 

Ms. Kamikawa. Senator Grassley, I think the issue gets to be a 
larger one which is that traditionally, in many of the human serv- 
ices programs, the collection of data has been inaccurate, but I 
would say with respect to the aging network, this has particularly 
been true, and that one of the recommendations, of course, that 
was made is that a more effective management information system 
be instituted, whatever cost that is— not only at the cost, but be- 
cause you are talking about public dollars, and it is our experience 
and just doing some statistical analysis— and prior to this time, I 
did call a number of AAA's, and I said to them, "I am usmg this 
information, so you need to know this," which is that to a large 
extent, the way they collect data is to say, "In our county, or in 
this particular county, the representation of low income is 19 per- 
cent. And so by and large what we do in our data collection is to 
indicate that that is what we are serving. 

Moreover, I heard this in testimony this morning, and I have tra- 
ditionally heard this from Human Services people and people who 
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deliver services, and that is that data collection is becoming over- 
whelming, that it is starting to be a paperwork organization, and if 
you make everybody jump through hoops, then you are not going 
to get the services. Quite to the contrary, doing a study with some 
of our indigenous programs, one in San Francisco, one in Los Ange- 
les, and one in Cnicago, quite frankly, at least from our perspec- 
tive, what is needed is more accurately statistical analysis, because 
what most— for instance, I will take the one in San Francisco, 
which does accurate reporting, because it is essential to them to 
know how many people they are serving, because currently, they 
are serving 41 percent of majority population persons. So to that 
extent, they are trying to document wno they serve and who they 
do not serve. So they have implemented a means of getting that 
information rather than serving their meals, that accurately por- 
travs the population that they serve. 

So I think it is verj' essential, and I will make a position that 
currently— it is true— the only available and the most accurate in- 
formation that is available nationally is through AOA. However, I 
think it is sorely ineffective and inadequate and does need to be 
shored up. I might also add that in their statistics that they have 
noted in the last 2 years that minority participation in the pro- 
gram has dropped by 2 percent. Now, 2 percent, in a large perspec- 
tive is not much, but when you are talkmg about the fact that you 
are only serving minorities at what they consider to be an 18-per- 
cent level, that is large. 

Mr. Elgin. We do not comment too much on numbers, simply for 
the fact that our numbers barely show up. If you look on the Fed- 
eral Council, there are no Indians on that particular Council. If 
you look at the Administration on Aging hierarchy of staff at the 
Administration office here in Washington, D.C., you will not find 
any Indians employed. If you take the civil rights report and go 
right down every column just about, Indians are not even counted 
there. So, we are not too much on numbers right now. We just do 
not register on a lot of the computers. 

Mr. AcKMAN. My experience is a little bit different; I think, than 
the other members of the panel, because I think the issue is, is ac- 
curacy traded against cost, and awareness of why we need the in- 
formation. I think one issue is whether we need to know nationally 
in terms of how well we are doing in terms of meeting the provi- 
sions of the act. The other reason why we need to have the infor- 
mation on who we are ser/ing is as a basis for doing a better job of 
management of local programs. From what I have seen in the last 
few years is an increasing awareness of the need to do a better job 
of finding out who we provide the services to, to the point where I 
think you can show by illustration any number of agencies, which 
right now are collecting data on every service unit that is provided 
every month at every site to a particular provider, and being able 
to address the issue of the unduplicated clientele and be able to 
have a very accurate profile. But what we have to understand is 
that to the extent that we try to make that a pervasive characteris- 
tic or requirement at a national level, there are some implications 
in terms of what kind of capacity and what kind of resources we 
are going to commit to that level of reporting. 
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I quite frankly would be happy to see us do much more of that, 
because I cannot, quite frankly, see how one can manage what is in 
many ways a pretty good-sized program on the local level, without 
knowing how you are serving and Knowing how that performance 
stacks up with what we are trying to accomplish and what we have 
specified as our goals and objectives in a particular area plan. 

Senator Grassley. My next question is for you, Louise. Given all 
the claimants for preferential treatment under the targeting provi- 
sions of the act, how can we devote 37 percent of the resources of 
the act to minorities, as suggested by some of your statements? 
And if my perception of your statements is wrong, then you can 
feel free to correct me, 

Ms. Kamikawa. Senator Grassley, the position that we are 
taking is that if we are targeting with limited resources, then we 
need to identify those individuals who need the greatest, irrespec- 
tive of their projwrtions in the population. For instance, Al has in- 
dicated that statistically, Indians are not significant. What we are 
proposing is that if you take just the statistics that are available in 
the census data with respect to Hispanics and blacks, they are apt 
to be almost three times greater in need— determining their 
income level, which is below the poverty level, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics analysis— and multiply that by the population, that is 
where we come up with anywhere between 33 to 38 percent of the 
amount of dollars allocated to be appropriated for that popula- 
tion—not just the blacks and Hispanics, but minorities. 

Senator Grassley. Dave? 

Mr. Appeldt. If I could just add something here, Senator Grass- 
ley, in connection with title V— where you nave similar language 
that is being advocated by a number of the minority organiza- 
tions—the participation level is 33 percent. I think this is consist- 
ent with what the needs are. As Louise said, minorivies constitute 
about 13.3 percent of the total 60-plus population m the United 
States. If you factor in poverty and the relative poverty level 
among minority aged persons compared to the Anglo elderly, it is 
about 2.8 times as great. So 13.3 percent times 2.8 gives you rough- 
ly about 37 or 38 percent. What we have suggested is that this is a 
goal We are not suggesting that there be quotas, but this gives 
some relative idea of what the need is. It is also consistent, as I 
said before, with title V's senior community service employment 
program, where minorities receive about 3a percent of the posi- 
tions. 

Senator Grassley. On another point, if any of you give consider- 
ation to the fact that physical or mental impairment should be 
used as a descripter of need under the act, I would like to have you 
state that, and if you are silent— yes? 

Mr. AcKMAN. I would basically endorse that concept, because I 
think that is really in many ways what is implicit when I refer to 
the concept of functional capacitor impairment. I was making the 
argument that we really need to look at the whole person when we 
establish priorities, and that we are not trying to single out any 
one particular trait or characteristic or single problem as a basis 
for targeting a program of this importance; that I would like to see 
a situation where we begin to encourage the network to move to 
deal with some of the more fundamental physical health problems 



ERIC 




230 

and mental health problems that the elderly face, because I fee 
like there is a direct relationship between that accelerated priorit; 
and the ability to demonstrate that the Older Americans Act pre 
gram can begin to have some impact on our utilization of medican 
and medicaid. 

Senator Grassley. Louise, did you want to speak on that point 

Ms. Kamikawa. Yes; I do, not necessarily in disagreement witt 
your comment, but I think to the extent that Dr. Binstock was indi 
eating that if one considers targeting for basic economic needs 
short of means-testing— which I will state is not necessarily on€ 
which are opposed to— I do not believe necessarily that the stigma* 
tization has to occur, nor is it necessarily true that people will not 
support it; that is, the title V program, which most individuals in 
the aging community would state that that is one of the more suc- 
cessful programs in the Older Americans Act, and it is means- 
tested, and we think people need to examine that as a position in 
terms of deciding to reissue policy, national policy, around the 
Older Americans Act. 

But I think with respect to looking at those particular indicators, 
mental functioning, I think one needs to set some priorities about 
that, because otherwise, what is currently happening now with re- 
spect to the State funding or the formulas is that everybody diver- 
sifies sufficiently that it basically undercuts the intent. 

Senator Grassley. OK. Anne. 

Ms. TuRPEAU. My observation is that perhaps the social services 
block grant may be the more appropriate money for dealing with 
this problem and that the planning function, perhaps, should be 
maintained or carried on through the AOA money, rather than the 
targeting for this particular population. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you. 

I think I will make this my last question, and then I will have 
three or four that I will have to submit in writing. This would go to 
you, Louise, because your statement contained a number of sugges- 
tions for administrative and management improvements to insure 
improved participation of minority groups in the program under 
the act. 

To what extent is the targeting issue a management and admin- 
istrative issue of the Administration on Aging, as opposed to one 
that would call for a legislative remedy? 

Ms. Kamikawa. The dilemma in that— and I know Dr. Binstock's 
position was that the issue really gets to be an implementation 
one — but from our perspective, it needs to be much like the Civil 
Rights Act. It is essential that from the national perspective, in de- 
centralizing, that one think, of or consider the protection and ac- 
countability aspects. Therefore, it becomes very essential and in- 
cumbent upon the administration to operation alize. that, but I 
think moreover that the more crucial thmg is that there be some 
mandates within the law that would direct that administration to 
operationalize that function. 

Senator Grassley. You can address that if you want to, Dave. 

Mr. Affeldt. Actually what I would like to do, since you will be 
submitting questions for the record, is make one other point that I 
did not have the opportunity to because of the time limitations. 
That deals with the issue of maintaining the status quo with 
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regard to the present language. My view is that would be a mis- 
take. I think that the study by the Civil Rights Commission plus 
other equity studies make it clear that there is a need to improve 
service participation by older minorities. And once again, I want to 
emphasize that proportionality should not be the basis for doing 
this. I do not think it is appropriate to say that we are adequately 
serving minorities because 18 percent of the services recipients are 
minorities and roughly 13 percent of the aged population are mem- 
bers of minorities. 

I also disagree with the statement that statutory language may 
not accomplish much. I think we do have precedent that language 
can make a difference. In title V, we have specific language. We 
have a participation rate for minorities roughly about twice the 
level— 33 percent versus 18 percent under title III of the Older 
Americans Act. 

I also want to state in the interest of balance, that there are 
probably a couple of other factors that enter into the higher par- 
ticipation rates for minorities under title V. One is, it is means- 
tested. Second, there are minoritj^ contractors who target more of 
their efforts toward serving minorities. 

But on balance I think that statutory language would be benefi- 
cial. It has been helpful in the past, and I think it would be helpful 
for title III of the Older Americans Act as well as title IV. 

I also believe that stronger statutory language should be tried 
out. The Congress would have an opportunity to review it, when 
the reauthorization expires. I do not think anything would be lost 
by testing it out and seeing what actually happens. 

Thank you. 

Senator Grassley. I want to thank each one of you for your par- 
ticipation in this panel, and because you do represent specific 
groups that maybe do not get the day-to-day attention that the 
Older Americans Act in general does, and as we go in the next few 
months into this reauthorization, I hope you will keep in touch 
with me and with the staff of the subcommittee, so that we can 
have opportunity to have further dialog on these issues. 

I want to also say that the record will be open for 15 days for 
any changes or corrections that need to be made; if there is any- 
boay who was not invited to participate who wants to submit some- 
thing for the record, that opportunity is available within reason. 
And I will also ask for responses to the questions within 15 days. 

Do you have something else, Dave? 

Mr. Affeldt. One other point. Senator. I would like to commend 
you for holding this hearing at this early date, and I want to state 
that the organizations that I represent will support you in your ef- 
forts to obtain early action on the Older Americans Act. I think 
that is sound tactically, substantively, and strategically, and you 
can count on our support. 

Senator Grassley. Thank you very much. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 1:07 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
[Note.— The CRS study referred to at the beginning of this hear- 
ing, and additional material subsequently supplied to the commit- 
tee, will be printed in the record at this point. However, due to 
printing limitations and in the interest of economy, two such addi- 
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tional reports submitted for the hearing record were retained in 
the files of the committee. These reports, entitled: ''Developing 
Comprehensive and Coordinated Service Systems for Older People; 
Identifying Service Needs," prepared by the Assistance Group for 
Human Resources Development, 10605 Concord St., Kensington, 
MD 20895, and, ''Servicing Older Americans in Greatest Need: A^ph 
proaches to Best Practices in Service Targeting— Final Report," 
published by the Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., 1990 M 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 20036, may be researched in the 
committee, upon request, or obtained by contacting the respective 
publisher.] 
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TARGETING OF SERVICES TO SPECIFIED GROUPS OF OLDER PERSONS 
UNDER THE OLDKR AKERICANS ACT: 
KAJOR LEGISLATIVE I'ROVISIONS, 1972-1981 

INTRODUCTION 

One of Che Ittues under dltcuttlon In the context of the reauthorltatlon 
of the Older Aaerlcane Act in 1984 le whether , and to vhet extent » the Act 
•hould be aoended to aore clearly focua on certain groupa of older peraonat 
Sotit obaervera have Indicated that. In view of the limited reaourcea available 
undisr the Act, and the apeclal needf of certain groups o£ older personal the 
Act and Ita laplementatlon ahould be aore concentrated on auch groupa* The 
Act currently requlrea that preference In providing aervlcea under title III 
will be given' to thoae older persona with the "greateat econonlc or aoclel 
needa;" Interpretation of theae tenia haa been Included In the Adalnlstratlon 
on Aging (AoA) regulatlona. In addition to thla requlreaent. title III of the 
Act alao requlrea the expenditure of funda on certain other groupa. such aa the 
rural elderly and nursing home rfialdents, requires specific services to limited 
English-speaking persons, and authorises services to other Identified groups* 
Questions under discussion during the Act*s reauthorization proceas may Include 

• Should the Act Identify mora preclaely who ahould ba aerved 
flrat with the raaourcea made available under the Act? 

• Are the Act 'a limited reaourcea reaching the appropriate 
conatltueocy groups to a aufflcleot degree^ and If not, how 
can aaaurances be made In this regard? 

• vrhere ahould the locua of reaponslblllty for aaaurlog that 
the Act* a reaourcea are being appropriately targeted lie? 

Thla paper tracea major provlalona under the Older Americana Act, 1972- 

1981, which have required State and area agenclea on aging, and nutrition 
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services projects, ss well ss Che Conlssloner on Aging under dlscretlonsry 
Authorities, to direct or tsrget services end resources ude svsllsble by the 
Act to specified groups of older persons. A review of the Act shows thst 
Congress hss In vsrlous saendaents required, or suthorlsed» thst specific 
Attention be given to low Incoae persons, slnorlty groups, those with the 
grestest econoaic or soclsl need, those with United Engllsh-spesklng sblllty, 
the rursl elderly » the vulnersble elderly » older persons cspsble of self-csre 
with Appropriate supportive services, snd physically end sentslly Impaired 
older persons* In one area-- Infomstlon and referral servlces-*-Congress has 
required that these services be reasonably accessible to all older persons. 
Although various provisions have required thst special attention be given to 
certain groups, allotment of funds to States Is based solely on age* 

While Congress has required that priority la to be given to persons of lov- 
Income, legislative Intent » as evidenced In suthorlxlng committee reports on 
various occaalona, haa Included apeclflc prohibitions on employing a means 
teat for participation In aervlcea made available under title III of the Act; 
haa Indicated that the program Is not to be considered s poverty progrsm; and 
haa Indicated that the Act la available to all older persons In need of services* 
With respect to minority groups , the Act has Incorporated amendnents ranging 
from a directive that State agenclea aerve minority groups through the award 
of grants to minority organisations In proportion to the numbers of minority 
older persons In the State to the creation of a aeparate title for one older 
minority conatltuency — older Indiana under title VI. 

Current law seta out responalbllltles for targeting the Act 'a resources 
at the Federal, State, and local levels* At the Pederal level, for example, 
the Act requlrea the Coanissloner on Aging to develop regulatlona for States' 
Implementation of requirements for preference for certain groups under title III 
and alao blnda Statea and area agenclea to theae requirements* The Act slso 
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requires the CoROlssloner to give fpeclal consideration to funding demons trst Ion 
projects to taeet the epeclsl needs of certsln groups. Title V of the Act pro- 
vides that the Secretary of Labor nay not support a community service eoploytaent 
project unless It assures that It will meet the needs of Identified groups. Con- 
gress haa also given the Conolssloner responsibilities for directly adolnlsterlng 
a grant program for older Indiana. 

While Federal regulations Implementing title III legislative requirements 
may explain how States and ares agencies must allocate funds or conduct planning 
responsibilities based on conslderatlona certain groups, snd the AoA Is ulti- 
mately responsible for exercising oversight over Ststea' Implementation of 
these requirements, the exact determlnatlor. as to how these requirements are 
Implemented Is msde by States. As some obiervers hsve pointed out, although 
Federal law and regulations may set national priorities. States have substantial 
autonomy In Implementing FedeCAl regulatlona. U Declalons as to how to serve 
priority groups. In terms of the range of planning and service delivery options 
available, are generally made by States and area agenclea. In some cases, 
however, Congress has been fairly specific with respect to the manner In which 
priorities are to be exercised, for example, by setting out funding requlremencs 
for aervlces to older persons in rural areas and to nursing home residents, 
and by requiring certain services for limited English-speaking older persons. 

Current law provisions are described below, followed by a summary of 
provisions as added by various amendments to the Act, with reference to com- 
mittee reports as appropriate. 



1/ Cutler, Neal E. Approaches and Obstacles to the Definition of 
"Greatest Rconomic or Social Need.' Report submitted to the Federal Council 
on Aging. Washington, Februsry 1981. p. 35. 
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CURKENT UW 

Current lav eontaina a nuabtr of proviaiooa vith reapect to targeting of 
aervlcea or reaourcea to certain categoriea of older persons* 

Title IXI'*'"Granta_for State and 
Coaaunity Programa on Aging 

Great eat Econoaic or Social Need 

The aajor targeting proviaion« found under title requirea State agen* 
ciea on aging and area plana on aging to assure that "preference vill be given 
to providing services to older individuals vith the greateat econoaic or aocial 
needs • • • •* Further « State and area plana on aging are required to include 
proposed methoda of carrying out thia preference* (Sectiona 305(a)(2)(E) and 
306(a)(5)O 

In addition to these aajor provisions » title III contains references to 
other categories of older persons in the context of the purpose of the Act and 
in planning, funding, or service delivery requireGtents* These provisions are 
listed belot#* 

Older Pereons Capable of Self Care/Vulnerable Elderly 

Section 301 states that the purpose of title III is to encourage and 
assist State and local agenclea to develop conprehenslve and coordinated service 
systems for older persons* In carrying out this activity, these agencies are 
to "aecure and maintain Baxlmum independence and dignity in a hoae environaent 
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for older individuals capable of self care with appropriate supportive services" 
as well as to provide a "continuum of care for the vulnerable elderly." 

C onsideration of Loif-IncoBc Characteristics 
Under Planning Requirejnents 

As part of its planning responsibilities. State agencies on aging are 
required to divide the State into distinct planning and service areas for 
operation of the aging network in each State. In doing so, the State agency 
is required to take into consideration a number of factors, including the 
distribution of low income older persons residing in each area. (Other factors 
to be considered include the distribution of all older persons 60 and over, 
Incidence of need for services, available resources, and boundaries of existing 
planning areas in the State.) (Section 305(a)(1)(E).) Similarly, under the 
area planning requirements, area agencies, in determining the need for services, 
are required to consider the number of low income older persons residing in the 
planning and service area. (Section 306(a)(1).) 

Rural Elderly 

State agencies on aging are required to give special attention to the 
rural elderly, through a requirement that they spend in each fiscal year an 
amount no less than 5 percent above the amount expended in FY 197$ for services 
to these individuals (Section 307(a)(1)(B)). In addition, each area agency, in 
conducting outreach activities to identify individuals eligible for assistance 
under the Act) is required to give special emphasiG to the rural elderly. 
(Section 306(fl)(5)(B).) 
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Halted Engliih-Spflaking Elderly 

If A tubtttntitl Quiber of older persons in any planning and service erea 
in tht Stete ere of liaited English^speakiDg ability, each State pleo must 
assure that the arcs egair y for the respective area conduct special outreach 
and counaeling aervices to such persons* Area agenciea aust make arrangements 
so that linguistic and cultural characteristics of such older persona are 
taken into account in providing services* (Section 307(a)CI7)*) 

Information and Referral Services 
for All Older Persons 

State and area plans on aging are required to establish and maintain 
informstion and referral services to assure that all older persons in the 
State planning and ser'lce area will have convenient access to such servicest 

Title IV — Training, Research, and 
Diacretionar^ Projects and Programa 

In the conduct of demonatration projects under title IV of the Act, the 
Commissioner on Aging is required to give special consideration to certain 
specified groups of older persons* Section 422, vhich sett out priorities for 
demonstration activitieSi requires that the Cooaiaaioner give special cou- 
sidoration to the funding of rural area agencies to conduct model projects 
devoted to the special needs of the rural elderly^ (Section 422(a).) The 
CoDalscioner is alao requ:lred to give apecial consideration to projects vhich 
vill meet the special nee*ie of, and improve service delivery to, low income 
minority, Indian, and liuited English- speaking individuals, and the rural 
elderly. (Section 422(b)(5).) other provisions require demonstration proj- 
ects for the homebound, blind, and disabled. 
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Title V— Coanunity Service Employincnt 
for Older Americans 

Title V| which authorizes community service eoployment opportunities for 
low income persons 55 years or older (with priority for persons 60 or older) » 
Is the only prograa under the Act in which participation is governed by a means 
test (that i6» income less than 125 percent of the poverty level )• The law 
requires each project to asoure that, to the extent feasible, it will serve 
the needs of minority, Indian, and limited English-speaking eligible individuals 
in proportion to their numbers in the State^ (Section 502( b)( 1)(M) . ) 

Title VI— Grants for Indian Tribes 

Title VI authorizes appropriations for supportive and nutritional services 
for older Indians which are comparable to services provided under title III of 
the Act. 
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SUMMARY OF MiUOR PROVISIONS > 1972>1981 

Thi 1972 aacsdatnta to tha Act, vhteh authorisad tha national oucritloo 
prosras for tha aldarl^ uodar tltla VII » locludad a rcqulraacoC that State 
agenclaa on aging avard graota to nutrition projecta aarvlng prlaarlly lov 
locoae Indlvlduala, and provlda aaaurancaa that, to tha aztant feaalble, 
granta be awarded to projacta operated by and aarvlng the naeda of alnorltlea, 
Indiana, and Halted Engllah*apaaklng oldar peraona In proportion to Chelr 
nui^era In tha Stata. The 1973 aacndacnta, which created tha area agency on 
aging atructura under tltla III of tha Act, Included a reference to elderly 
vlth tha grceteat aeoncmlc and aocial need, and to lov Incoaa Indlvlduala aa 
part of the State and area planning requlraaenta* Congreaa recognised the 
tpaclal oeeda of alnorlty oldar peraona In the Senate Coaalttae on Labor and 
Public Welfare report language, but did not Include apeclflc reference to 
■Inorltlaa In the 1973 Law Itaalf. 

Tha 1975 aBendanCa added a new State plan requlreaent that the Cooaiaaloner 
on Aging raaarve a portion of funda for older Indiana In StaCea where a deter- 
alnatlon vaa aade that auch peraona were not receiving beneflta equivalent to 
other older peraona In the State* 

In 1976, when the nutrition prograa and the State and arae ageuey oo aging 
prograa were coablnad Into an expanded title III, tha law vaa aaended to 
require that State and area a^enclea aaaure that preference be given to thoae 
older peraona with tha "greatcat aconoalc or aoclal oeeda*" Theaa aaendaenta 
alao added a new title VI for granta to Indiana, funding requlreaent a for aarv 
icaa to rural older peraona, and a reference to the vulnerable elderly* 
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tafulatlooa iBplaMntin^ tha nutrition prograa under title VII and the 
Stata end area agency on aging prograaa under title III in effect prior to 
1976 contained varioua raquireMUta th**' the reapective prograaa focua on the 
needa of low incoM and sinority older peraoaa* When theae tvo prograaa %rere 
conaolidated into an expanded title III in 1978 » regulatory refarencea to low 
incoM and ainority older peraona were replaced by regulatory language designed 
to parallel the new legialitivc language referring to older peraona vith the 
"greataat econosic or aocial naada*' 

The 1981 aaendaenca included a requircaeut that State agenciee take ateps 
to aaaure that the ap^cial needa of liaited EngUah-apeaking older peraona aire 
recognited* 



1972 Aaendaenta 92-258 ) 

F«L« 92-25B, enacted Harch 22, 1972, created the national nutrition prograa 

for the elderly aa title VIX of the Act. Ttie atatute aet out the flndinga and 

the purpoaa of the new legialation ae followa; 

Many elderly peraona do not eat adequately because (1) they cannot 
afford to do ao; (2) they lack the akilla to aelect and prepare 
r.ouriahing and vcll-b«laaced mm^9\ (3) they have Halted aobility 
which aay iapair their cap«city to ahop and cook for theaaelvea; 
^ (4) they have feellnga of rejection and lonelinaaa which 
obH^etr^ta the incentive aeceaaary to prepare and eat a «eal alone. 

other phyaioloflcgl» eoclali and econoalc changea that 
occur vltb agiag reault Ifi a pgtten of living, which eauaea aal* 
nutrition aad further phyaical aod aental deterioration* 
• • • there ia aa acote Ma4 for aatlooal policy which providea 
older teerieana, particularly thoaa with low-inco«ea, with low 
coat, TOtritiooaUy souud aaala aerved in atrategically located 
centers sucb acboola» cfaurehaSi eo — u nity cancer a, aenior 
citisaa ceatersi mi other pwblic or private nonprofit inatitu* 
tioas whara they caa obtala othsr aocial aad rehabilitative 
aarvlcas* Baeidas proaotlo^ better haaltb esMg the older segment 
of cmr popalatiofi through la^ovad sutrition, auch a prograa 
«3«14 radwce the isolatioe of old age, offering older Americans 
aa Sf^rtaalty to Llva their reaalalng years in dignity* 
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The Kousc Co»ir.t«e on Education and Labor report atated that the bill 
provided for the participation of persons aged 60 or over who meet ona or K)re 
of a nuaber of conditiooa aa deacribcd in the atateacnt of purpose of the 
legislation* 11 

Another aectioo of lav required Statea to give preferenc^ in funding proj- 
•eta to thoae which aerve priaarily low incoac persons* Further p Statea vera 
required to aaaure that grant a for the new prograa «Muld be awarded on a pro- 
portional baais CO projecta operated by, and aervlng the needa ofp minority, 
Indian, and Halted Engliah-epeaking older persona* Specifically, Section 705 
(a)(A) 2/ required a State plan to: 

• * • provide that preference ahall be given in awarding granta 
to carry out the purpoaea of thia title to projecta serving pri* 
■arily low-incoae Individuala and provide aaaurancea that, to 
the extent feaaible, granta will be awarded to projects operated 
by and aerving the naeda of minority, Indian, and Halted Bngliah- 
apeaking eligible individuala in proportion to their nuabera in 
the State. 

The Senate Coaalttee on Labor and Public Welfare and Houaa Coaaittee on 
Education and Labor diacuaaed this provision in reporta accompanying paaaege of 
the legialation. Uaing identical language the reporta indicated that tha nutri- 
tion prograa waa aiaed at overcoming problems related to aocial isolation, mnd 
that while no income limitation waa apecified ir the legialation — 

• • • all of these problems ara particularly acute among aldarly 
peraona who have low incomea or whoae racial or ethnic background 
accentuate their iaolation from aociety* Therefore, Cha « • * ^ t 
bill providea that the statea, in awarding granta for nutrition 
projecta, muat give preference to thoae aerving primarily low 
income individuals and, to the extent feaaible, granta are to b^ 



If O.St Congreas. Bouse. Comaittee on Sducation and Labor* nutrition 
Prograa for the Elderly Under the Older Americana Act of 1963, as AMnded* 
House Report Ho. 92-726, 92d Cong*, lat Seaa* Vaahington, U*5* Govt* Friat* 
Off*, 1971* p* 8* 

y Unlesa otharwtae noted, section numbers refer to th« Act aa aaextdrnd 
at the tlm^ of thia legialation* 
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•warded to projecti operated by and serving the needa of minority, 
Indian, and limited English-apeaking individuala in proportion to 
their numberi in the atate. This is not to say any exact mathe- 
matical formula must be applied to the making of grants or the 
allocation of funds within the state* It is intended, however, 
that special attention be given to eligible individuala with low 
incomea and that the members of the particular groups named are 
to be given a reasonable opportunity to participate in the pro- 
gram* l^t 



1973 Amendments CP*L* 93-29) 



The 1973 amendments made major significant changes to the Act by restruc- 
turing the title III program with the aim of improving the planning and 
organisation of services for older persons at the State and local levels by 
creating authority for area agencies on aging* A number of provisions referred 
to persons to be served or other considerations with respect to planning for 
participation in developing the new program, as follows* 



Elderly in Greatest Economic and Social Weed 

In i:he findlnga and purpose included as background to P.L. 93-29, Congress 
set out priorities for the new program and addressed the issue of persons to be 
served. Section 101(2) of the public law states that it is the purpose of the 
Act to "give full and special consideration to older citizens with special 
needs in planning such programs, and, pending the availability of auch programs 



U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
NutriTlon Program for the Elderly Under the Older Americanfl Act of 1965, as 
Amended* Senate Report No. 92-515, 92d Cong., lat Sess. Washington, U.S. 
Govt. Print. Off., 1971. p. 10; und 

U.S. . Congress. Houde* Committee on Education and Labor. Nutrition 
Program for the Elderly Under the Older Americans Act of 1965, as Anended. 
t^ouse Report No. 92-726, 92d Cong*, Ist Sess. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. 
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1971. F« 6« 
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for all oldar citiseat» five prioriCy to the aldarly with the greateat econoaic 
and focial need • • • Thla languafe waa not^ however » iucorporated into the 
Act itaelf* 

Older Peraona Capable of Self Cara 

A new purpoaa vaa added to title XXZ vhich eat out the goal for State end 
local agenciee to develop coapreheaaive aad coordineted eervice eyeteae for 
older peraona* In ita etatese&t of purpoaa » Section 301 provided that theae 
agenciee were to *aecure end aiaintein aailaua Independence end dignity in e 
home eovironaeot for older pereoaa capable of eelf cere with eppropriete aup- 
portive eervicea • • • 

Inforeation and Raferrel for All Older Peraona 

The law required that ea part of State and aree plana on aging, each 
State/aree agency waa to eatabliah and aeintain infonetion end referral aerv-- 
icee *to eeaura that all older pereooa" in the Stete or plenning end aervice 
aree have reeaonably convenient acceaa to auch aervicea* (Sectiona 504(c)(3) 
and 303(a)(7)O 

Low-Inco«B Characteriatica under Planning Requireaenta ; 
Reference to Heeda of Minoritj^ Older Peraona 

The law required that low Incoae cheracteriatica of older peraona be taken 
into account under the program* a organizetion end plenning requireaenta* While 
there vaa explicit reference to the needa of alnority older peraona In the re~ 
port of the Senate Coaalttee on Lebor end Public Welfare accoapenying the amend- 
aentei only referencea to low incoae cherecteriatica were ectually enacted, as 
followa: Section 304(a)(1) of the Act required that State egencies on aging, 
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, , . in order to be eligible to participate in the progrtm of 
granta to atacea • • • (E) divide the State into dlatinct areas 
(hereinafter Id this title referred to as 'planning and service 
areas' in accordance with regulationa of the Coamiaaioner , 
after conkideriog the geographical diatributlon of individuala 
aged aizty and older in the State » and incidence of the need for 
aocUl aervicea (including the nuabera of older peraons with low 
Incoaea [emphasis sdded] residing In such sresa) • . . • 

The reference to nuabera of older peraona with low Incoaea waa repeated in 

area agency requlreaenta for the developacnt of a coaprehenalve and coordinated 

ayatoB for aervicea under an area plan on aging. Specifically, Section 30A(c) 

required that in order to be approved by the State agency on aging, each area 

plan on aging was required to: 

(I) provide for the eatabliahaent of a coapreheneive and 
coordinated ayatea for the delivery of aocial aervicea wlthiu 
the planning and aervice area covered by the plan, including 
deteralnlng the need for aocial aervicea in auch area (taking 
into conaideration aaong other thinga, the auabera ot older 
peraona with low incoae [eaphasia added] residing in such area), 
evaluating the ef f ectivaneaa of the uae of reaourcea in aeeting 
auch need, and entering into agraeaenta with providera .of aocial 
sei-vlces in auch areaa, for the proviaion of auch aervicea to 
■eet auch need • • • • 

The Senate Coaaittise on l«abor and Public Welfare report a&dc reference to 
the needs of both low incoae and ainority older persons. Specif icslly , it 



The progress suthorlzed under the Older Aaericana Act have never 
depended upon incoae as a aole criterion for eligibility for the 
comprehensive coordinated aervicea provided under Title III. 
However, in view of the fact that aone five nillion older Aaeri- 
cana Kave Incoaea which fall below the poverty threahold, the 
CoBaittee intends that until auch aervices are available for all 
older Aaericans, the State agencies, in dividing States into 
planning service areas snd developing coaprehensive , coordinated 
aervice prograas, give apeclal consideration to the needs of the 
low income elderly. 

Slallarly, alncc older acabers of ainority groups tead to 
hnve special social problems and needs, these too warrant special 
consideration. 5/ 



5/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. Older 
Amcrlc^ons Co{3preheQsiv#j Services Amcndmontb of 1973. Senate Report No. 93^19, 
93d Cong., lot Seas. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973. pp. 12-13. 



stated : 



ERIC 




247 



CRS-U 



Although the lav Itself did not contain references to oinority older 
persona and the Senate report referred to only low income characteristics in 
dividing the State into planning snd service sreas and in developing service 
projirama, the caphasis given to the specisl needs of both low income snd 
minorities ss evidenced in congressional Intent was incorporated into various 
Sections of the AoA regulations implementing the restructured title III pro- 
grsms, promulgated in 1973. References to the needs of low income snd minority 
participation were included in regulatory provisions rclsting to plsnning 
responsibilities of the Stste agency, the composition of the State advisory 
committee, division of the State into plsnning snd service areas, functions 
snd responsibilities of srss sgsncies, coaposition of the sres sgeucy advisory 
council » conditions for spprovsl of the arcs plan on sging, and award of funds 
to minority orgsaizstiona • 

Hodel Pro jects— Physically snd Mcntslly 
Impaire r . Older Persons 

DoJmr the authority given to the Commissioner to conduct model demonstration 
projects under Section 308 of title III, the Commissioner wss required to give 
special amphsais to projects designed to provide services to meet the needs of 
the physically snd mentally impaired older persons* 

Comsainity Service Employmcut Prograor - 
Low Incoms Priorit y 

With thssQ amendments the pilot project for coaaunity service employment 
progrsm for older persons, known ss Operstlon Mainstream, wss given s statutory 
basis uadcr title IX of ths 1973 ameudmenta* Vhen the program wab Included 
into tbla IsglslstioQ, low Income persons were to be the pricAry beoef iciarlee. 
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tat a praeiit 4i'ittltioa of lov Iqoom «• • eoodltloa of alitibllltr vas apacl- 

litally tstluM* iHh tha Saaata aod Rouaa raporta atatad tht following t 

Xtt lacifditeist 'lov-lnoo«a* p«rioaa aa thooa prlurllj to b« 
' tasifi^^d oadat ebla protram, tha ecvalttaa baa avoldtd tha daaif- 
MtiOn 0f 9mf praelaa iseosa lavcl aa a eoodltloa of allglblllty 
•ith « Yiav tevard rataialni tha flaxlblllty la dataralnlog 
tllSikiXitjr ihMt haa eharaetarlialS tha pilot projaeta [uodar 
OpsrattoD Mdoatraanlt It la oot our latcotloo that participation 
%a daaiad aa Individual having ao loeoaa that mj ba a fav dollara 
. la ttccat of aotia daaignatad povarty Index; at tha tana tlaa, 
prioritj In fundlnt ahould go to projaeta aarvlng primarily lov- 
facoaa par9oaa and priority In datanlnlng allglblllty of lodivl- 
dMla ahould go to thoac who hava tha graataat naad for additional 
laeotta* 6/ 

In furthar idancifylng partlelpanta, tha 1973 laglalatlon provided that 
partlelpanta hava *poor aaploymant proapacta* and hava or would hava "difficulty 
la aacurlng aaployunant .* In ordar to racalva funda, projaeta ware raqulrad to 
provlda asployaant for allglbla Indlvlduala "whoaa opportualtiaa for other 
aultabla public or prlvata paid aaployaaat ara poor.* 

Tha law included a proviaion requiring the Secretary of Labor to aesure 
that projaeta "will aerva the needa of alnorlty, Indian, and Usited Engllah- 
apeakini eligible individuela io proportion to their nuabars In the State.*' 
(Section 502(b)<l)(L).) 



6/ U.S. Coogrees. SeiifiCe. Cccaittec ou Labor end Public Welfare. 
Older ^Aserl cane CoopreKenalve S*rvicfl* AaendBzenttt of 1973. Report to AccocnpaDy 
S. 50. SeuBte Report No. 93-19. 93d Cong.p Ut See*. Waahlngton, U.S. Govt. 
Print. Off . , 1973 . p. 21; end 

D.S. Cotta^eaa. Uouae. Coaalttee on Educatiou and Labor. Coapreht'nfii ve 
Oldfir Aaericeui Sei-vlce Amcndoeota of 1973. Report to Accoapany ?I.R. 71. 
Houee Report No. 93-43. 93d Cong., iat Sess. WashingtoD, U.S. Govt. Print. 
Off., 1973. p. 28. The language of chotjo report! ie virtually Ideotlcal. 
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1975 Anendmenti (P>L> 94-135 ) 

Indltn Tribal Organizationa 

These aBcndnQnts added a new provlaion under title III authorizing a 
special funding arrangement for Indian tribal organizationa aiaed at improving 
acrvicea to older Indiana. The provision allowed the Commiaioner on Aging to 
directly fund Indian tribal organizations if a determination was made that 
older Indlsns in a Stste were not receiving benefits under title III equivalent 
to benefits provided other older persons In the State, or if the Cosmissioner 
determined that members of the tribe would be better served by the direct 
funding arrangement* The Commissioner wss authorized to use a portion of funds 
allotted to the State under title III for thia purpose. (Section 303(b)(3).} 

Model Projects — Priority for Specified Groups 

Another title III provision modified the authorization for model demon- 
strations by adding a provision requiring the Commissioner to give special 
consideration to projects for certsln groups* The amendment required the 
CofflBiisaioner to consider the apeclal needs of^ and Improve the delivery of 
services to "older people who are not receiving adequate aervlccs under other 
provislona of this Act^ with emphasis on the needs of low Income, minority, 
Indian, and limited Kngllsh-speaklng individuals, and the rursl elderly 
The Senate report which discussed this amendment stated that although the 
program is not limited to low Income and minority older persona, and is not to 
be cooaldered a poverty program, certAln members of auch groups may exhibit 
needs which are not being met by existing agencies. The language is as follows: 
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• • • Title III does doc Ualc Che provision of services to low 
incoae or alnoricy iDclividuals , Dor does the Committee intend to 
convert Title III into s utrict poverty program. However there 
are instances in which the needs of lov-incomei minority, Indian 
or limited English-speskiug groups of older persons sre so great, 
snd the Ability of existing Agencies to serve them so limited, 
that model projects funds can be useful in helping to fill these 
gaps. The Commissioner on Aging has employed model project funds 
in this fashion in the past, and the Committee wishes to expresa 
its concurrence in this Judgment and encourage the use of such 
funds for this purpose in the future. IJ 



1978 Aa?adaent9 (P.L. 95-476 ) 



The 1978 amendacuts contained a number of amendments regarding persons to 
be served under the Act. 



Preference to Older Persons with Greatest 
Econoaic or Social Heeds 



Two amcadaeats added at this time explicitly directed states and area 
agencies to target services on specific categories of oldsr pcrsoos. Spccifi- 
CAlly, each designated State figency and each area plan were required to provide 
assurances that "preferences will be given to providing services to older Indi- 
viduals with the greatest econoaic or social nuedu . . • (Section 305(a)(2)(E) 
aivj 306 (a)(5).) These provisious also required that States and area plans to 
Include proposed methods to carry out these preferences. However, neither the 
the law nor relevant cosnlttee reports defined these terns* 

The prohibition on the imposition of means testing under the program In* 
eluded in previous legislative intent was reeaphasized . The conference report 
on the 1978 amendmenta stated that the insertion of the requirement that 



7/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Cosaittee on Labor and Public Welfare. Older 
Aaerfcans Areendaents of 1975 . Senate Report No. 94-255 , 9/*t)i Cong., Ist Sess. 
Wa^hingtOQ, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1975. p. 23. 
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preference In providing services under the program be given to older persons 
with ' \c greatest economic or nodal needs was; 

. « . not to be Interpreted as a step toward requiring a means 
test under the Act. There are many elderly who ha^e great social 
need for the programs under the Act and who are not economically 
deprived. The Act has traditionally been open to all other indivi** 
duals in need of aocial and nutritional services, and remains so 
under these amendments. 6^/ 

AoA regulations Implementing the 1978 legiclatlon, published In final 
form m 1980, deleted prior reference to low income and minority older persons 
and substituted appropriate references to those with the "greatest economic or 
social needs." "Greatest economic need" is defined as "need resulting from an 
Income .It or below the Bureau of Census poverty threshold. "Greatest social 
need" Is defined as that "caused by non-econonic, factors which Include physical 
and mental disabilities, language barriers, cultural or social Isolation in- 
eluding that caused by racial or ethnic status (for example, Black, Hispanic, 
American Indian, and Asian American) wlilch restrict an individual's ability 
to perform normal dally tasks or which threaten his or htr capacity to live 
Independently." (Section 1321.3.) References to greatest economic or social 
need are Included In regulations relating to State plan content (Section 1321.25), 
uervice delivery responsibilities (Section 1321.45), composition of the State 
and area agency advisory councils (Section 1321.47 and 132.97), Intrastate 
funding formula (Section 1341.49), deolgnation of planning and service areas 
(Section 1321.53), content of the area plan (Section 1321.77), area agency 
planning and management responsibilities (Section 1321.93), designation of 



8/ U.S. Congrcas. Conference Coanclttees, 1978 . Cotaprehena Ive Older 
Aoerlcanc Act Amendraenta of 1978. Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 12255. 
House Report No. 95-1618, 95 tb Cong., 2d Sean. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. 
Off. , 1978 . p. 68; 69 . 
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coonaunlty focal points for service delivery (Section 1321*93), and service 
provider requirements ^Section 1321,109). (45 CFR, part 1321, March 31, 1980.) 

Contlnuuo of Care for the Vulnerable Elderly 

The 1978 amendmenCd added to the purpose of title III direction that 
agencies Itoplefflentlng the program provide a "continuum of care for the vulner- 
able elderly*** The goal of Assisting those older persons capable of self care, 
added In the 1973 amendments, was retained* 

Services to the Rural Elderly 

Another group given special attention by two 1978 fimcndacnts was the rural 
elderly. A new State plan provision required each State agency to spend an In- 
creased amount of funding on persons residing In rural areasi Specifically, the 
amendoent directed each State to spend In the future an additional 3 percenc above 
the amount expended for services to this group In 1978. (Section 307(a)(3)(B).) 
The law allowed the Coonlssloner to waive this requirement If the Stace could 
demonstrate that the needs of the rural elderly were being met, or If the number 
of rural older persons was Insufficient co comply with che expenditure require- 
Dcnt. Another provision required area plans to give special emphasis on outreach 
services to the rural elderly. (Section 306(d)(3)(B).) 

In addition to these requirements under title III, s new Oinendmcnt was 
added to the Commissioner's discretionary authority to conduct demonstration 
programs. 9/ in the conduct of demonstration programs, the Conimlseloncr was 



9^/ With the 1978 amendments an expanded title IV incorporated discretionary 
authority for model projects on aging provlously Included under Section 308 of 
title III, 
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required give special coQslderAtlon to projects designed to oeet the special 
needs of older persons in rural areas. (Section 421(b)(7).} 

Direct FundloR of Indlai Tribal Ort^aolzatloos 

The 1978 aaendnents added a separate new title VI authorizing the Comals- 
sloner to directly fund Indian tribal organizations representing at least 75 
older Indians. This title was created partly in recognition that the 1975 
provision authorizing direct funding of tribal organizations by the Cocmlssloner 
on Aging hAd never been laplemeuted. In developing this prograa as a separate 
title under the Act, Congress waa responding to a concern that 'Ider Indians 
were not being adequately served under the existing service structure. 

Training Prograas to Meet the Heeds 
of Minority Elderly 

Title IV of the Act was anended to add authority for the CoauBlssloncr to 
support programs assessing future personnel needs In the field of aging '*with 
special emphasis on the needs of elderly Minority group Individuals and the 
need for the training of minority Individuals to meet such needs ....** 
(Section 404(a)(6).) 

Federal Coujicll Study on Elderly la 
Greatest Need 

The I97d aocodoents required the Federal Council on iVglng, authorized under 
title II of the Act» to conduct an analysis of oethods to Identify the elderly 
populfltlon In grcatcot need of programs under the Act &nd to perforQ an analysis 
of the nuobcra nnd Incidence of low Income; and minority pArtlclpar«ts In the 
program. (Section 205(g).) 
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Reference to Miaorlty Distrlbutloo in 197B Senate Proposal 



The following Is included to Indicate that discussion of nlnority group 
geographic distribution took place during the 1978 reauthorization process. 

Explicit references to nlnority older persons were made in the Senate 
ve<'8ioo of the 1978 aoendments. The Senate bill, S. 2850, as considered, 
contained language to require that the nutober and distribution of minority 
elderly be taken into consideration when designating planning and service areas, 
devising a foraula for distributing funds, and deternining the need for services 
under the area plan. However, the Senate's proposed language with respect to 
minority distribution waa dropped after conference with the House. 10 / The 



10 / Specifically, S. 2850 would have required in Section 305(a)(1) that 
the State agency; 

(E) divide the State into distinct areas in accordance with 
guidelines issued by the Coosaissioaer , after considering the 
geographical distribution of individuals aged 60 and older in the 
State, the incidence of the need for social services', nutrition 
services, and nultipurpose senior centers, the distribution of 
older Individuals — 

(I) who have low incoses, and 

(II) who are meabers of miaorlty groups [emphasis added) 
residing in such areas .... 

Section 305(a)(2) would have required that the State agency: 

(C) develop a formula, in accordance with guidelines issued 
by the Co^jsissioncr for the distribution within the State of funds 
received under this title, taking into account, to the maxlauia 
extent feasible, the best available statistics on the geographical 
distribution of individuals aged sixty and older in the State, 
the incidence of such low-income individuals, and the nuub r of 
such individoals who are numbers oft minority groups (eophaots 
added), and publish such formula for review and comment . • • • 

Section 306(a)(1) would have required that each area plan: 

(1) provide through a coojprehensive and coordinated ayotem, 
for social services, nutrition services, and where appropriate, 
for r.he establ ishoent , taaintenftoce , or construccion of oultipurpooe 
Genior centeis, within the planning and service area covered by 
the plan, including determining the eictent of need for social 
acrvicec, nutrition services, and multipurpose senior centers in 
uuch area (taking into consideration, among other things, the 
number of older individuals with low incoaeo , and minority older 
indlvidualo (ewphaoifl added] residing in such areas .... 
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/jisendments as «nacced retained the prior law requirements vhich provided that 

the distribution of lot/ incGme ol<ier persons be taken into account when dividing 

the State into planning and service nreae and In determining the need for 

services under the area plan. While a new provision required States to develop 

a forTRula for distribution of funds, only the diatribution of persons 60 years 

or older was to be taken Into account in developing the foraula. 

In the discussion of its proposed aoendnent in S. 2850 requiring the 

State agency to develop a formula for intrastate distribution of funds taking 

into account minority distribution, the Senate Cooaittee on Labor and Human 

Resources stated: 

. . . Title III of the Act has never been a poverty program In the 
senre that its benefits werr provided solely to poor persons or 
that a Deans test was employed* There Is clearly a psychological 
barrier for older persons in participating in programs that are 
Btigtfidtleed as poverty programs or which embody a means teat. Even 
those in the grejiteat need vlll very often avoid such piograas out 
of a reluctance to be considered a charity case. Hence, a major 
rear^r» tor the success of the title III program has been Its 
avoidance of a poverty label. 

Nonetheless, there is no question that, on the whole, older 
persons with low incomes or who arc members of minority groups, 
have a more difficult time than those with greater means and those 
who are not isolated because of ethnic origins and race. 

The 1975 amendments to the act required the Statts to take in«- 
to Account the particular needs of low^lncome persons in developing 
and implementing the State plan. The committee also deems Ic 
appropriate to require the States to take into account the needs 
of the elderly who are members of minority groups. 

However, the cocimittee wishes to reiterate Its clear intent 
that there is no authority under this title to establish a m/^anis 
test. 11/ 



1 1 / U.S. Cnnpreas. Senate. CoBiulttee on Labor and Hiunan Rosourceo. 
Oltk-r Amerirfine Act of 1978. Senate Report No. 95-855, 95th Cong., 2d Seso. 
Waahlnptr)!'., I'.S. Hov,. Print. Off., 1^78. p. 8 
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1961 >*flgndaent8 (P,L. 97-115) 



Oittretch and Coupiellng to Llalted 
EngUth-Spiaking Elderly 



1 



The 1981 aacndMntt recognised the speclsl service needs of liaitcd English- 
speaking older persons. Wose uendsents included s new State plan requirement 
providing thst if s substantial number of older iodividusls residing in sny 
planning snd service area is of llaited English-speaking sbility^ the designated 
sres sgency for that srss is required to provide outreach snd counseling services 
In the langusge spoken by these older persons. (Section 307(s)(l7),) In its 
report, the Senate Coaalttce on Lsbor snd Hunan Resources stated: 

U is che belief of the Coasittee thst esny elderly persons have 
been deprived of assistance, such ss housings nutrition » legsl snd 
other social services, bccsuse they do not receive inforvstion in 
their nstive Isngusge. It is the decire of the Cov&lttfse to 
Sbsist these indlvldusls in obtaining the services to which they 
sre entitled. 12/ 



\2J U.S. Congrccs. Sonoce. Co^::iilctee on Labor and IluuLsn Resourcee. 
Older Aecricane Act Ajaundcentti of 1981. Senate Report No. 97-159, 97th Cong., 
Ut Scflo. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1981. p. 10. 
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Senator Grasslcy and Members of the Senate Subcommittee on Aglngi 

Thank you for the invitation and opportunity to submit written 
testimony on the topic of "targeting" resources from the Older Americans 
Act. I am pleased to submit this testimony a9 Chairman of the Iowa 
Association of Area Agencies on Aging and as the Executive Director of 
Iowa Lakes Area Agency on Aging. 

As proposals and rumors of targeting Older Americans Act Funds to 
only the financially needy filter down to the local areas and concnunities 
in Iowa, concerns by senior citizens and workers in the Aging Network grow. 
The Oldfr Americans Act has been built on the idea of local involvement and 
decision making by area elderly to meet tlie needs of the elderly. Local 
flexibility has not only been a landmark of the Older Americans Act, but one 
of the major reasons for its many successes. Successes include substantial 
privdtk' contributions from elderly participants nationwide. In Iowa, over 
2CJs o\ the funding comes from the elderly themselves. In the nine counties 
of N{>rthwest Iowa that Iowa Lakes Area Agency on Aging serves, over 30% of 
our funding comes from non-tax sources^ the majority of which are from the 
elderly who are ben»>fiting from the programs. 

There are several important issues intertwined in the above facts. 
It hds taken several years to build the ideas of pride, responsibility 
and owiiershlp of the OAA programs into the hearts of thn eldeily. They 
are prcmd to support "their" services with their personal funds. 1 
belicvi- this is true at leiist in part, because they do fet-l that "thev" 
art- building these programs for themselves. It is not at all uncommt)n 
to heat elder 1> person say, "I don't need this program. I suppoit it 
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because I want to help keep It going for nil of t)ie elderly that really 
can't afford It. Without help from people like me. It might not be 
available for them". 

The contributions from many participants go far beyond their cash contri- 
butions for t r.msportat Ion. meals, and other services. Some are beginning 
lo make substantial contributions in the form of bequests and tJpeclal gifts 
to senior centers and aging programs. Thousands are volunteering, chelr 
time and expertise in addition to their dollars. 

In April. lyrtJ, a statewide survey was taken by the thlrt- jn Area' 

/•^i-ni les on A>;iiig in Iowa In cooperation with a request from former (lOvernoi* 

K%»br! t b, K.iv, rile survey was an effort to document the number of volunteers 

.Mill vv)lunlri*» hi>iirs generated in the aging programs and services spon«ured 

hv iHii A^Leru irs. The results were as follows; 

I) II, volunteers contributed 8J,*^28 hours of service; 

Hl\ ol the volunteers were over 60 years of age; 

i) $J7^,^8'3 Is the value of service for one month using 
minimum wage ($).35/hour X 83.(!i28 hours); 

'*) H.\* vol utiteers per agency was the average . 
>/t) volunteers per agency was the m etU_an ■ 

>) S J>J.H()f> of volunteer hours were contributed to area 
■ i/.iMKv f undrd programs In 198^ uslnj^ the figures of 
A,.ril ($^?y,^8 3 X 12 mom lis). 

>i, <S3,8{J(« r)t volunteer hours plus the 
• i ,/'■'), J Jt< l•a^l^1 contributions don.ited by low.i'.s Senior 
Citizens program recipients reveals that the 
elderly people of Iowa ari- themselves c on- 
t r Unit ing * 

>/,119,n:4A ti>ward the support of Older American Act programs. 
Wr.ij. ( hf ImWit in. un^.- i-lderlv part ir i jj.int s * shure li. botli i ash rontrl- 
• 1.; . !i' .li'.! V. I n;i t ft- r i , wr .tri- lur'viiued th.il suhst.intl.il assisl.inie i *^ 
J- 1 . -. i \- . i-ll-tlv til,!', w.int .Hid net-d soil.il i n Vu 1 vemi^nt. , t hinigh lliev mav 
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not be in financial need. It is the feellnft of the Iowa AsHociation of 
Area Agencies on Aging that if OAA funded programs are limited to low 
Incoint' elderly, the Federal share of the program will increase considerably 
since a large share of the program is currently being paid by the elderly 
who may not be in financial need* We believe it is obvious that another 
Federal entitlement program would not address the problems of the 
elderly to the degree that current system does. 

If "means testing" Is adopted, the idea of dignity thJt the Older 
Amorlcnns Act Is based on would be badly bruised, if not dejitroyed. 
Many elderly. Including the low Income, would be reluctant to particlp«ne 
In (JAA pri)>;ramh il they becor.e a ssoc lilted with welfare. This "stlgm.i" 
Is already h prohlt-m In i^fttlng many needy people participate undi-r 
thf c'urrt'nt law and regulatinns. This Is true r.ltr: y because Kt'deraily 
fundfd programs are viewed by many as "welfare". Thu fact that OAA 
programs nrv ncu currt-ntly rat-ans tested Is a major "selling point" In 
convlm ing many nvk'dy people thaE they should try the programs and 
cuntrilnilf If Ihvy are iihU'. Costly administrative procedures to 
duMimfHt Uivit onlv needv elderly n-ct'lvi* SiTVlct'S would furthrr dfpU-ti- 
linatfd rt'si.uiHfs ,ind servi- as a m»ijt)r harrier In tht- provlsit^n 
stTvUfs with dlx'.n 1 1 V. 

timph.i'-. I ivj) itu rfasin>* thi- pa r t i c I p.i I i t»n ol runri' low Iiuit.m' fldi-rlv 
Is .1 re.isv)n.iM I- and J w;.)rthy goal. \' It <liu>s nm tli-strnv lo.-.il rU-xihilil^ 
tv fr.ft't hit vi 1 nfi«ls, horiU'ti tht- lutwi^rn with lui r i-am r.i t 1 c p.i}'i r rfpnrt^ 
Of Jf'fjtfvi^- t hi- d i ^n i t V t^f I'ldt-rlv p.n t if Ip-int . PiTh.ips a n««nhu t i-.uu r a t i » 
; r «■ .'^ . . 1 .! \u- uilli/i'ii to in-.hi.jtr tin' t{«'x' r ii- »^ ! p.i r t i ■ j p.i t i ^-s^ ^v ).u 
ln».-.v i-l.l. flv p.i M i I I j.aiw rath.-i ih.ot .'..'in/, tv ,in In.l i v idn.i I vlniii 
rt- » r.l .i:.vl .i-.w .-i-nr Ivm -.fiviLi'-.. Ihls wuhi hv- dur*.« «mi .in .inn-.i.i I 
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tasis similar to the ourvey on volunteerisra done in Iowa In April oi 
1982 or a system similar to the survey that we have used in our area. 1 
hdvo attached a copy for your review. 

In conclusion* we feel that Oldvr Americans Act proj^rams should con 
tiniie as non-means tested programs for the elderly. Local service 
providers should continue to make programs accessible to those with the 
j<recitest ei'onomlc and social need. This should, in no way» be construed 
to exclude elderly v/ho are not financially needy. 

Thank you for your ctmsiderat Ion of these concerns. 



Respect fully Submi t ted , 



(Gregory L. Anllker, Clialrmnn 
Iowa Association of Area AgencI 
on ARlng 
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September 13, 1983 

Mr. Pete Conroy 
Staff Director 
Subconmittee on Aging 

Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
SD428 

Washington, D.C. 20510 
Dear Pete: 

I am writing in response to the letter I received from Senator Grassley con- 
cerning hearings that may be conducted by the Subconmlttee on Aging, the Senate 
Comnittee on Labor and Human Resources on the reauthorization of the Older 
Ainerican's Act. 

As you know, the Iowa Association of Area Agencies on Aging met in conjunction 
with a training conference at Lake Okoboji and we spent considerable time in 
discussing several of the possible Older American's Act reauthorization hearing 
topics which were suggested in your letter. 

Following is a summary of our concerns and ideas: 

Topic one - Targeting of economically and socially needy in the Older American's 
Act. 

a. What would be the benefit of limiting services to the poor and 
socially needy? 

b. Many problems of the elderly are not tied directly to income 
but rather relate to the unavailability of services. 

c. Many elderly, including the low Income, will be reluctant to 
participate in AoA programs if they become a "means tested pro- 
gram" associated with welfare. This "stigma" is a problem that 
we In the field face every day even with the current law and 
regulations. 

d. If AoA funded programs are limited to low Income elderly the 
federal cost of the program would Increase considerably since 
a large share of the program Is currently being paid for by 
the elderly themselves who can afford to pay. It should be ob- 
vious that another federal entitlement program would greatly 
add to the cost of the program. 

e. Although It has taken several years to achieve, we are begin- 
ning to see positive contributions of the Involvement of the 
mainstream of elderly people in the form of bequests and spe- 
c1:^l gifts to Senior Centers and aging programs. 

Conclusion: AoA programs should continue as non-means tested elderly programs. 
Local service providers should continue to make programs accessible to those 
with the greatest economic and social need. But this in no way should be con- 
strued to exclude those elderly who are not financially low incane. 




263 



Page 2 

September 13, 1983 
Mr. Pete Conroy 

Topic two - Long Term Care In the Older American's Act. 

a. The reauthorization of the Older American's Act should contain 
language which enables and authorizes area agencies on aging 
to have authority to develop conmunity based long term care 
systems at the State and local level. This language should al- 
low us to coordinate and advocate the development of assessment 
and case management systems for the frail and vulnerable elder- 
ly regardless of income. 

b. AoA funded clients receiving long term care continuum of ser- 
vices Should be assessed and/or case managed by area agencies 
on aging or by their subcontractors. 

c. In most rural counties, a long temi care cormiunity based system 
does not exist. Area agencies on aging need the support of the 
Older American's Act to help them provide a leadership role in 
developing the needed system of cormunity based long term care. 

Conclusion: Include enabling legislation in the Older American's Act to give 
responsibility and authority for the development of assessment in case manage- 
ment systems through the area agency on aging network. 

Topic three - Federal, State* and Local Relationships in the Older American's 



a. We support the current balance between the federal, state, and 
local relationships. The "local" decision-making Involving the 
elderly themselves through advisory councils and boards must be 
retained and strengthf>ned. 

b. It is of the utmost Importance to retain at the state and area 
level a single organizational unit for aging programs. Al- 
though progress has been made since the inception of the Older 
An»rican's Act, the Increase in the size of our aging popula- 
tion warrants at the state and area level a single organiza- 
tional unit that Is concerning itself with the needs of the el- 
derly. 

c. The position of Commissioner of the Administration on Aging 
should be elevated to one of the Assistant Secretary and should 
be given more authority to coordinate and advocate with other 
federal agencies at the federal level. 

Conclusion: Elevate the position of Conwissioner to Assistant Secretary. Re- 
tain the mandate for single organizational units at the State and area level 
and retain the current balance between the federal, state and local relation- 
ships. Strengthen the role of the elderly themselves through their involve- 
ment on councils and boards. 

Topic four - Employment. 

a. Combine Title V of the Older American's Act and add it to the 3v 
set aside for older workers in the Job Training Partnership Act. 
These funds should be channeled through the Administration on 
Aging, not the Department of Labor, through the state and area 
agency network. 

b. Complete the consolidation of the elderly programs which was be- 
gun several years ago by transferring all Action Programs invol- 
ving elderly volunteers through the Older American's Act to the 
Administration on Aging and the aging network. 



Act. 
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Mr. Pete Conroy 

Conclusion: Continue the consolidating of titles and programs through the Ol- 
der Awerlcan's Act and the aging network which It established. 

1 am writing you this response on behalf of the Iowa Association of Area Agen- 
cies on Aging. At our recent Iowa Association of Area Agencies on Aging rneet- 
Ing, Mr. Greg Anliker was elected Chairperson of our Association. I can as- 
sure you that Greg, or I, or any of the Area Agency on Aging Directors in the 
State of Iowa, will do what we can to respond to any further requests on this 
matter of reauthorization of the Older American's Act. 



Cordial 




Russell D. Proffitt 
Chairperson, I4A 



cc: Iowa Area Agency on Aging Directors 



RDP/vab 
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V. A- ii.»H.«4tfd s.-itl.Hi I. thts i<uild be uiii^pl » ^Mi-d li^ «i l.ir^;t' tlfv.rpe by ?iiress- 
In,'. tUv i"ijH,r iHiiii* AriM ami :U.iC.' AdvNiirv rt^miclU ind thai State and Afiiii 
.r.-.r-, i'.K ri'sp.Misi II) tliU .i.J-.Ut- .<tnl I hi- i.*!,!-; -it f hi* lor.jl .in-a.S. 

VI. .-1 ijsibi 1 Itv ror tiiil.-r AriTlcim Ai t pr.tjir.i.^s h.i.s bi-.-.i i\u- ti»plc c»f disiMsslon 
slMn- hi'fnrv I'^RH mill w.i9 .ii'droHSvul very adi*qn.icol v In .i fi'iu^rt by the Subcop.:nlt e 
■ III M 171.111 Si»rvU»'s i.t {hf St'liM't I'urr.tnl t lep c-n A^lnn M tbr llousu. While it la crup 
ihil ihf> h.imhiT of ".lU-t'lii" (ihosv / *) vfarn .'f -ij-.t- ir uldiT) cuntiimeM tn clinib 
ra^iidlv jnd th.it ri'SHiri to pjv for rn-rvic'es will rtuultuif to ronaln tlflbt, It 

i«, r.sn true thai tin- vast r.i|orUv ot In 1 1 v Idu.i Is mlll/ltiji the biTvicii* ure the 
..'.d.T I'lderly. , ih. ri-tt'rc, t'*'cA that tncroriittu; tbo clli».lbllltv ajie, for t xunple, 
•r-'H hP, r.. AS wonliJ n'l hi- pr-Mlmi iv.» iiH far as inpr v.-ji.,^ i«i f Ir u-tirv nr i.iiKi-tlnK 

H.vjovrr. it ihc aye U ch..i,Ko.l, it I «, rss«.Mit i.i I lh..l if o.u -Wi-d a J JvJiit i 1 1, at Inu 

U'din-i- t'VA funding'.. Aw.-i »' I -ii; !■» .i i-ifi.t ..-.ti.'.al .lu-lv, ihr iVi-r.u'v i>;r df 
. ..vTi-KaU' m-al ,jarlu i M-inM was ■-■•..rs. "-• i - f r,«- vl lU-lI^urid :nrul;i 

1' .rt if ipa-,t9 V..IS ?H ^.-ut^. l.rrallv. .nti riit-: V.>.:t lOftl flurvo. iii.iUatfcl iImi 9^ 
.•f pari I'- Ip. lilt'-. viTi' hiUf.^: 1?;'. were fi'i-h^*; *ntl r'u- rv-- .li-il-r oi /^^ ■'eri.' livi-r 

rhi' ab^>v. ^i.itiiiit-* .if:n»it.-5i rat f tb.it '^A-^ i n 'I . at- i'iiad> h-lti>; »trt.*u-!.»d 
•m the a,- il•.^ M.'lw.i:!.. (MiMrlv, a-, tlu- eldv-rlv p. uul.iLUui ri-urhi 'i Ihe "old-old" 
. ., J "■■'.»r', 1 1 111- 1 ri'ir.-iit . li»r 'UTvUr lin itMHCsi .ii.d so ib»rg i hi lui'd for addUinual 
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/ } FEDERAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING 

\ UK / WASHiNGTori DC ?o;io^ 

November 23, 1983 




The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 



Dear Senator Grassley: 

Thank you very much for providing the Federal Council on the Aging 
the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee on Aging on the 
issue of targeting services to the elderly. I found the hearing on 
November 15 stimulating and informative as well as extremely useful 
in determining how other organizations are responding to some of the 
Council's draft recommendations on reauthorization of the Older 
Americans Act. 

I would like to submit several comments for the record of the 
hearing in order to clarify some of the statements made in our 
discussion end in the written testimony. 

The first paragraph on page nine of our testimony recommends the 
addition of a disclosure component to the Intrastate Funding Formula 
requirement in the Act. It is our intention that this disclosure 
component of the IFF not be a state plan requirement, and therefore 
not require approval of the U.S. Commissioner on Aging. 

The first bullet on page 10 refers to the phrase "greatest economic 
or social need." It is the Council»s recommendation that the 
responsibility for assuring that preference is given to those with 
greatest economic or social need remain at the area agency level and 
is articulated through the area plans. Therefore, we do not suggest 
any statutory change, but do recommend that in the consideration of 
those in "greatest economic or social need," emphasis be placed on 
services to low income, minority, female, rural, living alone and 
disabled older persons. 

Our concern here is that any of the six factors mentioned above have 
consistently been shown to be associated with vulnerability and as 
such, should be given special attention by state and local officials 
in determining greatest economic or social need. 

I hope that these statements will lead to a better understanding of 
the Council's draft recommendations. Again, we appreciated the 
opportunity to participate in the hearing. 



S i n c e r e 1 y > 




Adelaide Attard 
Cha i rpe rson 
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RCCOMMGNDATIONS VQR \9B^ AMENDMHNTS TO 
OLDER AMERICANS ACT RtTLATINC TO 
SERVICES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR MINORITIES 



1 . Stat e Agencies on Aging - "Cri^atest Economic of Social Needs" : 

The Innguagc in Section 305 (a) (2) (E)— relating to "greatest 
economic or social neads"--Should be replaced by the following: 

" (E) provide assurances that minority, Indian, and limited 
Englisli-speaking individuals will be priority groups for receiving 
Title 111 services. Minority, Indian, and limited English- 
speaking Individuals shall receive services on the basis of their 
need for services, after a comprehensive needs assessment is 
undertaken. A comprehensive needs assessement shall be 
undertaken expeditiously to assure the prompt implementation 
of this provision." 

Brackground ; Aged minorities received about 18% of the 
services provided under Title 111 in FY 1982: 

Minority Aged 
^^rvlces Participation 

• 

Supportive Services 17.5% 
Congregate meals 18,0% 
Home-delivered meals 20.2% 
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The breakdown by race and nationality for minority participa- 
tion In Title III services in FY 1982 Is as follows: 

Figures In Tliousands 

Supportive Services Congregate Home -Deliv ered 





and Centers 


Meals 


Meals 


American It^dian t Alaskan 
Native 


^e 

0.5% 


35 
1.3% 


8 

1.5% 


Asinn and Pacific 
Islander 


178 
2.0% 


55 
2.0% 


1.0% 


Black, Not Hispanic 


1,000 


282 


64 




11.1% 


10. 1% 


12.3% 


Hispanic 


363 
4.0% 


125 
a. 5% 


25 
u.8% 


Other 


17 
1.9% 


7 

0.3% 


3 

0.6% 


White, Not Hispanic 


7,500 
82.5% 


2, 300 
82.0% 


79.8% 


Minority participation In the Title V Senior Community Servic 


Employment Program is nea 


riy twice as great as under Title 


111 of, the 


Older Americans Act; 32.8% under Title V com 


pared to 17.8% under 


Title ill. 








SCSEP Enrollment by Race, June 30, 


1982 








Number 


Percent 


Pacific/Asians 


• 


1.505 


2.6 


Indian and Alaskan Natives 


1,097 


1.9 


Hispanic 




3,636 


6. a 


Black 




12,507 


21.9 


White 




38,aZ9 


67.2 


Total 


- 2 - 


57, 17a 


100.0 
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Report J-ongjjayja The* Admiiiistratioi^ on Agltig, stijtc agencies 



on aging, and area agencies on aging should take appropriate steps to 
promote increased participat'ron by aged minorities In Title III services. 
Actur.rle ,ind current information should be nuiintained on the percentage 
of minorities receiving services. An immediate goal should be 25% 
pdi tit ipritir}n by minorities with an ultim.itn goal of 33-3Qo participation 
as a m iiimum target. 



This ultimate goal (By FY 1987) is computed as follows: 

Aged mitiorities constitute about 13.31 of the total 
elderly (60 years or' older) pofMjIation ( 1980 census). 
Blacks and Hispanics (data are not available for other 
minority aged) wore til^ut 2.8 times as likely to be 
f>oor in 1982 as elderly Whites. About 11.51 of Whites 
60 years or older were poor tn 1982, compared to 32.3% 
among elderly Blacks and Hispanics. 

Participation Goal Minority Aged proportion of 
Total 60 Plus Population x Relative Poverty Level for 
Aged Minorities Compared to Older Whites 



2 , A rca Ajg enc les on Agi ng - "Grea test economic or Social Needs" : 

Conforming language should replace the current Section 
306(a) (5) (A). 



"(A) provide assurances that the minority elderly, Indian, 
«ind lltnited f!nglish spcakirig indivitluals will l)c priority 
groups for receiving Title Ml services and include proposed 
•••"thi (Is of t.irryiiuj out the prefrrence in the area plan. 
Minority. Iruli^in, ,irid limited Ttujlish bp(!aking i ridividuuls 



13. 3% X 2.8 



X : 37.2% 



3 
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shall receive services on the basis of their need for services, 
after a comprehensive needs assessment Is undertaken, 
A comprehensive needs assessment shall be undertaken 
expeditiously to assure the prompt implementaiion of this 
provision, " 



Report Language ; The repor* should emphasize that several 
simple administrative actions can be undertaken to assure greater 
minority participation (ultimate goal of 33-38% participation as a minimum 
target by FY 1987) In services programs, Including: 

Area agencies on aging should attempt to place more 



services and benefit programs in neighborhoods with 
high concentrations of low-income minority older 
persons. 

Mc>re bilingual staff should be employed by area agencies 
on aging and services providers. 

-~ More aggressive c;u ^ roach activities should be undertaken 
to locate older minorities. 

Nutrition providers should be encouraged to provide more 
culturally appropriate meals. 

Publications about Older Americans Act and other programs 
should be In languages other than English when a 
significant number (at least 10% of the total aged population) 
of limited English-speaking older persons live in a service 
area. 

- Minorities should be more pquilably reprosenled in the 
pl.jnnifKj f)ro(.t?ss (e.g.. advisory councils) for the 
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delivery of services. 

Transportation should be made readily available to enable 
those who are not within proximity of the servic:e to 
participate. 



3. Affirmative Action for Mmor ity T raining, Employ ment nnd Co ntracts 

A now provision should be incorporated in the Older Americans 
Act to direct AoA, state offices on aging and AAAs to take affirm- 
ative action to promote expanded opportunities for training, employment 
and contracts for aged minorities nnd mi.iority service providers. Tfnis 
should be accomplished in consultation with national minority aging 
orgar^irations, local minority aging organizations, and leadeVs in ten 
minority communities. 



Possi ble? Statutory Language : A new Subsection 202 (d) 



"(d) The ConimisGioner sinaii consult with and work 
with state offices on aging, area agencies on aging, 
national minority aging organizations, and others with 
specialized expertise to promote affirmatively additional 
employment and training opjjortunities in the field of 
aging for minority group Individuals and additional 
opportunities for service contracts under this Act for 
minority -sponsored enterprises. The Commissioner shall 
establish appropriate target goals with appropriate time 
t.ibles to promote additional employment and training 
opporturTitios in the field of aging for minority group 
iruiividunis, additional opportunities for service contracts 
for fnii^onty bpor^bor od enterprises uruier this Act, and 
iiu rojsed stN vice participation levels for older mifiority 
(jroup ifidividunls un(Jer this Act. The conmiissiofier 



is inserted in the Older Americans Act. 
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shall develop and publish appropriate regulations, guide- 
lines and program Instructions to Implement this subsection 
and Sections 305(a) (2) (E) and 306(a) (5) (A) (relating 
to increased service participation levels of older minority 
group indivldualo under this Act). The Commissioner shall 
collect comprehensive current data to determine the nujnber 
and percentage of (1) employment and training positions 
for minority group individuals at state and local offices 
on aging and the Administration on Aging, (2) service 
contracts for minority-sponsored enterprises under this 
Act, and (3) service participation levels fof older minority 
group individuals under this Act. 

Repor t Languag e; Re(X)rt language should spell out the 



com|X>nents of an effective affirmative action program. Accurate and 
current data should be collected on the following; 



The percent and numbe-s of minority professional and 
support staff at AoA, state offices on aging, and AAAs. 

— The percent and numbers of minority professional and 
support staff participating in training programs at AoA, 
state offices on aging, and AAAs. 

— The amount of dollars, percent of dollars, and percent 
of grants received by minority contractors from Title 
lll-B supportive services. Title lll-C congregate and 
home-delivered meals. 



Staff sensitivity skills should be developed concerning the 
unicjuo problems, values and traditions of the minority agc-d (e.g., 
pro(<u(.c cjuidelinos and rufLTences in training stuff nrid performance 
slandiircis in evalunling staff who work with minorities). 



6 - 
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Mechanisms should be established for setting, implementing 
and evaluating affirmative action goals and procedures for resolving 
complaints and problems (e.g., develop guidelines for designing, 
monitoring and evaluating effective affirmative action plans for 
recruiting, hiring, training and promoting minorities within the aging 
networl< and for awarding contracts to minority enterprises). 

Monitoring » 

An Office of Civil Rights or other appropriate designated unit 
should be established within AoA to monitor the affirmative action 
goals and other provisions spelled out In this document. This could 
be provided by statute or In report language accompanying the 1984 
reauthorization legislation. 

5. Reinstatement of Cranston Amendment : 

The Cranston Amendment should be reinstated to promote the 
training under Title IV of minority personnel for aging programs. 
This measure was deleted during the 1981 Older Americans Act 
Amendments when Title IV was consolidated. The Cranston Amend- 
ment (formerly Section aoa(a) (6) of the Older Americans Act) 
authorized AoA to fund projects "to assess future national personnel 
needs^ Including the need for training of advocates^ with respect 
to tfie elderly with special emphasis on the needs of elderly minority 
group Individuals and the need for the training of minority groups 
Individuals to meet such needs." 

Prepared by 

ASOCIACION NACIONAL PRO PERSONAS MAYORES 
October 1983 



7 



27d 



275 



civil, KIOHrS COMMISSION B'lUi)Y 



Tho recently Inr.uud Civil KltiTifs Comini colon report providus further ovI<!unce 



the Ohlur AinorlcnuH Act, Six citlO!> «:i<volninI , OH; Brlil«L»port , CT; Tucson, AV.; 
Tulr.A, OK; San Francisiio, CA: ami Honolulu, HI) were LWimintnl by thi^ Civil Rlchts 
Ooniinifihlon staff to dDtormlno the uxtt-nt to vhich racial nml olhulc tUhcr iminai ion 
oxlstfd in fodeniUy-nsalhtoiJ prognms cind nctlvitifS affi;ctin>i iho oKlcTly. 
Thn 5itudy concliidodi . 

"In alnoGt ovt?ry city rninority o1dt»r pi-rnnuj; wi-re hciui\ nudiM'Ht'rvfd, . . . 
Tho only cities with substantial nu«nbors of uldcr ArAnu Aincrinan p;it t Iclp.inl:; 
were Honolulu ami S;in l-rancisco. While older ninorlties pnrtirfpntcd to 
r.ouc extent in nil Title III proyraitiH, thure wuri* some siorvices (o,k., in- 
bono BLivicer. and lofiiil iJervicec) In which they wore conslBtontly ab};out 

Minority or,vd ptTnons oftentiineo fnlt lliat Older ,Vinorirans Act proRr-'ins were 
not respoUHiVf to their needs and priorltli-s. Nutrltltm proj-.v^ii^jR typically did 
not provide culturally approprlnte ueals, Vi-ry few puhlirationK were JUMil.nhlo 
In lanafiuar.f-s othur than Knjil irth. Publicity abnut Older Amnricnn-; v\ct proj-.mns 
wMH vrry linlttd and virtually nonexir.tnnt in lanv.uagrH other tl^.iu Kn^li^h. Inforri.a- 
tlun and rrfrrral srrvicfs in thn utx ritii'S ordtiiarilv did not have any bilinj;un] 
i!i:ployi'i'r. , 

Mort-ivor, area .iv.cnr i v«: on agin^j did t.ol f;rutTally rondurt .i);p,rnF:.s ive ^;ut- 
rt'ach efforrs to Inrate non- nilnurity a^rd prrt.ons. The C-nlasinu •■.t.iff pnfutcd 
out, "The ixislt-ncc uf limited out rt-ach projiram.s, lu>;fthfr with pro);r.i:nfi tMU(-;pim- 
slvi- to t;.inorUy rld.-rly m-i'ds, ha« resultid in luw ninnrily p.irt i< ii'.'it ion in 
alf^-'sl ;jI 1 tit ifs/' 



th.it oldur nlnoritios 



arc »mdt;rr.L-rvtul under 
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Other f.irtDrfl nl«o caused the minority elderly to be \jnderserved In services 
programs: 

Area ii^fnclus on aging were ^L^enerally not diligent in monitoring scrvicea 

part Ictpat ion by the minority aged, 

— Minorities were underrepre.sonted in the planning process for the delivery 

of srivices. In «omo of the six cities, certain minority groups were totally 

i xr lulled frnra local cjdvlsory ceuncils. 

- State offices >n aging did not closely monitor local offices on aging 

reg/irtling civil rights cnmpn«»nce, 

Mlnoritin;; wero undorreprcsented in employment within the aging network, and 

of I iMit i mos they w^re iTl lower-status and lower-paying jobs when employed. The one 

exci'pl lijn was Honolulu where Pacific/Asians aecounted for more than half of tlie 

staff. Art-.i .i^',i'iii les on aging did not ordinarily have a formal recruitment 

prDii'iiiiri- to incre.is*' emplnyTTient opportunities for minorities. 

Miller ity firns wi're usually undi'r;.i*rved in receiving Title III (?:opport!ve 

'iei vices/nut r i t i iin) awjrds. Yet, nijny minority firms wore in a po«;itit)n to rrndt-r 

tiuf'^ue servi^■e^, and they licid a po.sitivc trvU'k record to deliver qualKy services. 

The Ci :-ut;I -.sion ripi>rt noted: 

"...Tn virtually all c.itii's minnrity organ i :'.at fons were not receiv!t)g a fair 
•;h.iri' uf I hi- monies .iva liable. Nevertheless, there were few formal ntrhan i sm-; 
in jil.iti' to provide teihtitral assistance to minority organizations that would 
lu'lp to in. lease their rMpresentat ion amnng Title 1 I I • f undrd organ i zat i<jas 
In I hi' titles rxamiaed. In mtist rith'S visltt'd, r«'pri'.c-ntat i vrs of minority 
i'r>'..iu j /.It IcMiH -Slated th.Jt the failure to provide .s t .inda r d i zed ti-ihulral 
.1 . ii ■! t .ui» i* hy rho ari'a .k'.iik ies on aging was ont* t e.ison fur the lack of 
"{:i.»»Itv r . ;'ri' ;t ut .It it>n .j!'imig Title Ill-fnnth'd org.in 1 za t i i>n« . Tlu'V also v()i( r»d 
ii'iiti'in ilat l^" laik of tt-i IkHciI .iss I ;.t hu'p .ittually w.is .i r »• f t t i en 

i»f t lu' .ij.-a .i/.i-arit's on .ij'.Ing';. unwl 1 1 i n>;ni*ss to servi' :nliioi i t Irs (>r 
h.i r I I I- r { I •■ I p.i t i si si-rvlic prt'gr.ims. Add i t I on.i ! ] y , whiTf .ivuds wrrn 
-..jdi', Tit If III fuinl.'d i>r^;.iii I .'.It lojis w.-i r not «.)..■( I M t .« 1 1 y i ru ••'ii .j/^t-d l.y the 
■ U *s» l>'.»'li' \* s t»fl -Xg i »K tn ni.nVi' such .iw.u its tO »:>ili »1 I ! V f I I '"S . " 
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IIVj kmghts of civil rights c ommissi on rkport cp aht 2 IJ ^ 
mjnur 1 t y j-mjm.oymknt in oldkr ameri cans ac t pro gram s 

Minorities are not fully utilized in decision making 
jobs, which are reserved almost entirely, for whites. 
Minorities wore disproportionately represented in lower 
salaried jobs at AoA, its regional offices, and area agencies 
on aging (AAA). 

AoA givos affirraative action a low priority. AoA has 
no Office of Minority Affairs, and only one staff person is 
responsible part-tirae for carrying out civil rights respon- 
sibilities. AoA does not provide specific guidance for its 
regional offices and state offices on aging for accomplishing 
affirmative action objectives. 

AAA wore less likely than state offices on aging to 
require goals and timetables for hiring, promoting or training 
mi nor it ies • 

AoA provides no specific guidance for offices on aging 
concerning complaints alleging employment discrimination. 
AoA officials ruport that almost no employment discrimination 
complaints have been alleged at the federal, regional, state 
or local levels. There ha.s never been a finding of employment 
discrimination at any level of AoA. 

A w:i r (I i n g_ o f G ?* }i n t s and Co n t r a c t s t o _J^i.i_n9 j i ^JlPJ'. P ^ ^.^ 9 P 5 

Minority organ i/.at ions r*-ceive only a small p<?rcentago 
of available funds undt;r Titles III and IV of the Older 
AmtTicafis Act. Minority organ i /.at ions r^-cuivi'd only H.lTj of 




ERIC 



278 



Title ly txxnda in 1980 and 9,3% ot tho awards under Titio III 
supportive services and nutrition* 

A i^'urvey ot state oflices on aging rovc?als that less 
than one-half ot tho state units require AAA to submit infer- 
niution on the number of awards made to minority groups. Only five 
state offices require local offices on aging to give reasons 
for the rejection of minority applicatdons for Title III awards. 

Agencies funded under the Older Americans Act are not 
in a position to determine how TitlcsIII and IV impact on 
minorities bucause no formal monitoring mechanisms are in place 
to evaluate contractprs* and grantees' performance in complying 
with Title VI of the 19G4 Civil Rights Act. 

Minorit y Participat ion in Older A m ericans Act Service Programs 

AoA does not conduct any indeptb monitoring to determine 
vfhethor minorities are provided services or whether minorities 
are aware of these programs. Monitoring and evaluation at the 
state level consist of completing checklists, reviewing program 
pcrformaiioe reports, holding public hearings, and contacting 
national minority organizations for the aged. 

AoA is supposed to provide state offices on aging with 
technical aGsistanco to increase minority participation in 
federal programs, but AoA*s efforts have been minimal. Only 
a few states received any technical assistance. Only two state 
offices received TA in training staff on techniques to help 
minlmi'-so cultural and ethnic bai*riers to participation. 

Most state agencies claimed that they provided TA to AAA. 
However, tnc majority of AAA said that they received little 
technical assistance from state offices on aging. More than 
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thruo-fourths (75,7%) of AAA did not receive TA frora state 
imit« concerning intcrporuonal akill building training and 
interview techniques to ininliaiise cultural and ethnic barriers 
to participation. 

Four barriers were cited by state offices and AAA. in 
limiting full participation by minorities in federal programs: 

1. Trannportation was inadequate to services locations; 

2. Minorities -oftentimes had a general feeling of not 
being welcome in some programs, 

3. Programs wore frequently located outside of minority 
communities, and 

4. Staff typically had an inadequate knowledge of minority 
language/cultural differences. 

Most program administrators in areas with sizeable limited 
Kngliijh-speaking elderly used English only in their publicationG, 
No state or AAA had a policy requiring bilingual interpreters 
at their public policy hearings. State or area plans were 
not translated or published in languages other than English. 
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Kuimnary - "Pcrsp'Jot ive on Kuuitablo Share hi PuhHc noii(?fitJJ by 
Minority KUlorly" by David Guttmunn* 



Minority \;v()\xp m(»mbf?ri^hip is a «iunlficaut fuotor in unUur- and 
nou'-utliiv',;iilon of public b<;nofitH, Slurilf icautly fuwur minority aiscd 
know ubuut and uso publ.io honor its than do the non minority cldorly. 

Aiiluaii and Uinpanics prodoininulo JunonK tho minority uuod who 
huvo no knowludi;o of a particular public benofit. 

Tho non minority elderly in the WajjhinKton, D.C. arua usod 
^Ut5Ilificanlly moro public bcnofita than oldor Hispanios and Asians, 
but :Ujmowhat Itms than a^ud Hlacks, Tho non minority oldor ly havo 
liioatur knowludr,o of and inTormation about public bunefit programs than 
do tho minority agod. 

Tho minority fildorly havo a tp*«J*'ttor neod for public bunofits 
but lo,5i£^tical and pr,ycholoj:ical factors croatu barrior« for thorn 
to utiUvio uvaUablo benefits, 

Tho uscrii of public benofitfi exhibit ^roator life yatijjf action and 
Ipss social isolation than do non-uijora of public benefitH among chc 

minority elderly. 

About 20% of tho minority ai5od in tho Washin^iton, D.C. area had 
unmi't nocHls but did not suck a^sMistanco throuiih public bonofitfj. Tho 
ttvo nosU rious problems are: (a) income i2G A%) , (b) health (19.3%), 
(c) transportation (l&.b'i), (d) housing (M.5%) and crime (II. 4.%). 

Appr.jxumttuly 10% havo probliMoa in rocoivinis public benefits and 
hiive difflouUlos in applying for public benefit«, 

•This r.'port is bused <ui a study of ni?arly 700 older persons in 
th<? Wio.h ini;ton, D.C. mut j'(jpt' H tan area. 
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2, ;ij 

Title in rujiulatlonfi require that oldor minoritios bo survod at 

Icawt ill proportion to thoir numbcrtj in thu plunning and scrviotj r- 

'"A 

urea (Pi)A) Horvud by tho Area Agonoy on Aging CAAA). Z 

"■5 

Guttinann took into aticoaiit several factors in measuring d.quity, . 
Including: (1) tho needs of the olderly for public benefits, C2) the 4 
types of benefits received, (3) tho quality of benefits received t 
(e.c.» satisfaction), and (4) barriers to receiving benefits. ! 

"Tho .study's major quest ion; are the minority elderly receiving 
an equitable share in public benefits can be answered in tho negative 
on thu biislsi of expressed need in the looal nj(?tropolitan area of ^■ 
Washington, D.C." . 

Oldt)r Blufiks, lUspanics, and Asian-Americans have a greater need 
for ami reUanco on public benefits. However, thoir knowledge about 
and utilization of those benefits/programs are lower, Cultural attitudes 
toward the use of public benefits play a major role in not seeking asis- 
tauce by tho minority aged, Tho Asian elderly, according to Guttmaan, 
have a greater reluctance to cope with "logistical dllf Iculties" (e.g., 
luck of transportation, the understanding of procedures or a knowledge 
of KngliKh) to obtain benefits. 

Tho Asian and Hispanic aged who use fewer public bonef iti*/prograjns 
have Blgnif leant ly less social interaction than either tho Black ur the 
non minority elderly. They also have a loss positive outlook on life. 

01(i<ir IUack.s In tho Washington, D.C, iiiutropol itun area know about 
public bt.'ti(»fits .It about 2J times tho level for tho Asian elderly. 'I'J^G 
lUspiinic aged have the greatest need for public benefits, 

A 1973 report by the U,S, Com/nission on Civil Rights entitled 
"To Knt>w er Not to Know" — revoals that the scant racial and ethnic 
(lata ool li*ct(?d by fod<M*;il agencies are Insufflciunt to dut ermine whether 
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3. 

ft^dui'al buniiflts ar« roaohiin; minority aroui)«J on an oiiuitublo liasis, 
Thiii flofitiioiicy h;i;j cronlod a vacuum, inakini? it imponsihlo to dotormiae 
wlujthor a i)rOi;r;tm boaofit distribution in froo fi'oin diiici'imi niition . 
A »y:>tom of racial and othnlc data oolloi^tiun inuut bo introrhtcod to 
a;i:>ofJi> tho adoquacy of .fodoral efforts In provJtlint; atjsjatanoo to 
minor it ios by comparing; tho racu and ethnic origin of fed(!ral proi;ram 
beneficiaries with thos^e pertjonsj intended by lawti to reculve tho 
benuf itfi. 

The need for public benefits is nearly 2 to almofit 3 J tiiuo.'i as 
ijreat for tho minority oldei'Iy than the non minority ai;ed: 

Need for iHiblic Wuneiit:? - Analy:>is of Variance 

Ulack lai 1.1204 

Hispanic ii2 2,-1iil6 

A.sian 113 1,4150 

Non minority ^?'??^ l^yj^O- 

Total 589 1.1630 

Ablaut ?.0*?> of the rospondcjntti had a need for publ io benefits but 
did not :;ct.'k a:is i.stunt'o , 

^liVy.MH'. ^*J^'A Spy. ^l^M *-^ A.ss tstanco But pid_Not .J5eok^ A id 

HiKpanica 33% 

Aw tans ^3% 

Kon minor I ly 12% 

Tt.tal Wc 

S*t.*vi.*rti I kuy rt'usnns wure i;iVLMi, iru;ladin^;: tho proncdun.'Ji wrro too 
complicated {'\,2%), traniipor tat Ion problems (3.7*.t). unfamiliar with 

pro?; rums (r>.:ri), lan»;uaj;o problt ma (5.6%), 
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A sii;n i f ioant cJ i f fi?rc-noo oxists boLwncn the non minori ty oldurly 
in 1 i/.iiif? i-iihlic bc-ncifUs. The non minority ai^od uso more public 
bi;rH?fils tbaa do cldorly Huspanica ;ind As Ian -Americans, but loss than 
oldor Blacks. 

Utilii'.atioii of Public Donefits 



Cl'DUj) 

Black 
Hi. span ic 
As iiui 

Non minor i ty 
Total 



C ount 
I 191 
62 
113 
223 
589 



Mean 



6.6702 
5.6774 
2.8584 
6.0762 
5.6095 

Only some of the major public benefit programs aro known to the 
majority of the oldorly in metropolitan Washington. Modiuare, Medicaid, 
nutrition programs, and Social Security wore known by more than 80%. 
Only a relatively sraall proportion of the aged know how to obtain public 
bonefits, except for Social Security and Medicare. 

The non minority ayod have much greater knowledge and information 
about public b(.Mi»?fits than the minority aged. 

Knowledge of Public Benefits 



Grouj) 
Black 
H i span ic 
Asi an 

Non minuriiy 
Ttjtal 



Coun t 
191 
62 
113 

223 
b89 



Mean 
24,^869 
13 .3387 
9.1858 
27 .G090 
21 J>i)03 



Thi» Hir.panic and Asian el(i<;rly have tho highi-st sat i sfui- 1 ion with 
thtiir btn«-fiis rt*i:t' i vi'd , and older Hlai'ka have the lowest sat i s fact ion . 
Phu nnn nunoniy aii»'d txvo In bulwofn older Blacks and ll)spanics in turms 
of :.at i:.f:i(. t i ,)n . 
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5. 



H t • c nj rmt • n 1 1 :i t i u n s 



Services pruv idt-'i's should: 

1. Plan scrvioosi in noiKhborhoods; with hiiih concontiMt ions of 
rninorillos and staff thorn with ethnic/minority pcrrtonnol , 

2. Doal with the roaaons (cultural/psycholo«iciil ) tliat Asian and 



Hispanic older pur.sons, in particular, are reticont to ufc public bonofit«. 

3, Publicix.e the availability of bcnofils inoro vii^orouRly to 
incroaso utilisation. 

4. Tranfilato documents, forms uno othor publications into non- 
English lancimjius. 

6, Develop creative methods to inform and to toach rainority older 
porsonB about public benefits and proccdurca to obtain thorn. 

6. Pay cerioufs attention to tho cultural baokjirounds and behaviors 
of prospective public benefit users. 

7. Increase research on the minority and non minoi'ity agod to 
bring to tho surface differential patterns in use of public benefits to 
help policymakers in evaluating tho pros and cons of universal and 
speclalii'.cd services for the minority elderly. 



• 
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IVASUA 



N4A 



NATIONAL AlSOClATiON 0^ tTATf UNIT! ON AOINO 

(202) 484-7182 



NATiONAl AUOCIATlON 0^ AMA AOINOIES ON AOINO 

(202)484-7520 



600 Maryland Avtnuf. S.W.. Sultt 208» Waahlngton^ O.C 20024 



January, 1984 



Dear Colleagues, 

The National Association of Area Agencies on Aging and the National 
Association of State Units on Aging have been concerned about recent 
Title III nutrition program statistics indicating a decrease In the 
participation of minority older persons. We were also conce^'ned about 
soflie of the findings in the recently published report of the U.S. 
Civil Rights Co(nniss1on on minority participation in older Afnerlcans 
Act programs. Therefore, In July of ig83 we formed a Joint task force 
on Minority Aging Services and Employment and invited the Asociasclon 
Nacional Pro Personas Mayoresi National Caucus and Center on the Black 
Aged; National Indian Council on Aging; and National Pacific/Asian 
Resource Center on Aging to work with us. 

Enclosed is a policy statement on Minority Aging Services and 

Employment in the Aging Network recently adopted by the Boards of 

the NASUA and N4A. The Statement Is the result of the work of the 
NASlNr/'N4A Task Force. 

The policy statement outlines a set of goals for our memberships 
In the areas of affirmative action, minority contracting, program 
accessibility and service targeting. In addition, t^e statement 
outlines a number of action steps to be undertaken by the Associations 
to assist our memberships in achieving these goals* 

We look forward to working with you to implement this policy 
statement. 

Sincerely, Sincerely, 





Clifford Whitman 
President, N4A 



Charles Reed 
President, NASUA 



CW/CR/clw 



enclosed 
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NASUA 



N4A 



MATiONAb AtlOOtATlOfI OP ftTATI UNlTtON AOINO 

(202)494-7192 



NATiONAb AflOeiATiON OF AfllA AOtNCIil ON AOINO 
(202) 494*7520 



600 Maryland Avenut. S.W.. Suita 208. Waihington. D C. 20024 



Minority Aging Services and Employment 
In The Aging Network 

Adopted by the 
NASUA and N4A Boards of Directors 

Prepared at the Direction of the 
NASUA/N4A Task Force on Minority Aging Services 



A Policy Statement 



on 



Janauryi 1984 
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The National Association of Area Agencies on Aging and the National 
Association of State Units on Aging remain coirmltted to the belief that 
serving the needs of Anierlca's minority elderly is an absolutely central 
mission and challenge facing the aging network. We also believe that 
continued and intensified efforts must be undertaken in the areas of 
affirmative action, minority contracting, program accessibility and service 
targeting in order for the network to truly fulfill its responsibility 
to the minority aged. NASUA and N4A reaffirm their goal of increasing 
the involvement of minorities in the planning and implementation of aging 
services and call upon its member agencies and the entire aging network 
to intensify specific efforts to achieve that goal. 

Me believe that minority elderly persons must have equal opportunity 
to benefit from all publicly supported income and service programs and in 
particular those implemented under the auspices of the Older An^ricans Act. 
A set of unique barriers serves tc limit aged minority persons from utilization 
of and access to social and human services including differentials in 
socio-economic status, geographic distribution, insu'^ficient outreach 
efforts, cultural and language distinctions, oolitlcal biases, variations 
in eligibility requirements for services, and inadequate federal, state 
and local monitorinq of compliance with affirmative action and other civil 
rights laws and regulations. 

NASUA and N4A are committed to working together with their members 
and the entire aging net'^rk to overcome these barriers in the following 
specific areas: 
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0 Affirmative Action ' 

State and Area Agencies on Aging must remain conrrtitted to equal employ- 
ment opportMiitles by Implementing vigorous organizational poU-w.ev. 
and practices in support of affirmative action efforts, Those''" 
should include formal recruitment procedures for "increasing minority 
representation among staff as we11 as promotion and training goals 
for minority employees. State and Area Agencies, where necessary, 
must work to ensure that state anu ^oca1 civil service systems 
do not inhibit equal employment opportunities in their agencies. 
State and Area Agencies must enforce compliance with affirmative 
actions laws and regulations through effective monitoring and evaluation 
techniques with Substantive corrective actions taken when necessary. 
Cognizant of the barriers encountered by limited/non-English 
speaking persons i we urge State and Ar^a Agencies to encourage 
employment practices that ensure bilingual legal assistance and 
information and referral services, 

0 Minority Contracting 

It is critical that State and Area Agencies work to expand contracting 
opportunities for minority controlled entities. Minority entities 
which can demonstrate effective capacity to provide services toward 
achieving the objectives of Title I of the OAA should receive 
a representative number and level of awards. Technical assistance 
should be provided to minority organizations to expand their partici- 
rjation in OAA programs and OAA Title III funded organizations 
should be encouraged to make subcontracts to minority firms, State 
and Area Agencies on Aging should maintain current information 
on awards to minority firms. 

0 Program Accessibility 

Barriers which inhibit equal access of elde-'y minority persons 
to service programs must be removed. Information about Older 
Americans Act programs, the availability of services and how to 
access them should be more effectively disseminated to the minority 
elderly community, in languages other than English as appropriate. 
Bilingual interpretation* where necessary both oral and written, 
should be available at all public hearings and translations of state 
and area plans should also be made as appropriate, Minority elders 
have a need for more programs with greater resources that are 
located in or near areas of high minority elderly concentration 
and/or that are easily accessible by public transportation. Outreach 
efforts need to be expanded in minority comnunities. 
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0 Service Tapget^po 

The Older Americans Act should be amended during the 1984 re- 

"""S*"! fenuire more specific targeting of program 
funds to the needs of minority elders. The language which taraeted 
funds to "low-lncMe and minority persons" prior to the 1978 
?irSS^r^ll*^f*f?™I? S/ "-elnstated Into the Act with the additional 
2 ?hf^L? ei^ P*""""*- The new provisions 

r2n,o!»?S«*''°Ii''* ewntel with enforceable federal and state 

regulations and program Instructions which Include appropriate 
reporting requirements at the area, state and federal levels 



Proposed Action Steps 

In pursuit of these goals, NASUA and N4A coiranit themselves to the 
following actions steps: 

° Administration on Aging to work with NASUA, N4A, 

the Asoclasclon Naclonal Pro Personas Mayores; National Caucus 

tn3 S^"^on^?"D^^?.?^'/S^^3'2' Councn on Aging; 

and Nat onal Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging and, as 
appropriate other national groups representing the minority 
community to develop and disseminate a series of guidelines, program 
instructions, training packages and technical assistance efforts 
designed to assist State and Area Agencies 1r this area. 

0 Tu pursue with appropriate congressional conmlttees amendments 
to the 0 der Americans Act to more specifically target OAA funds 
and services to the minority elderly. y runua 

0 To urge the U.S. Bureau of the Census to publish data by county 
for the 60 plus 1 imlted/non-english speaking population. 

° I? "''3! Administration on Aging to continue and expand the 
Minority Management Intern Project with more appropriate funding 

^^^^ '^Q^ncy participation. To continue to work 
with the National Caucus and Center on the Black Aged in finding 
employment opportunities in the aging network for the interns. 

0 To collect, synthesize and disseminate best practice information on 
now state and Area Agencies on Aging have successfully addressed 
the issues of affimative action, mfnority contracting, program 
accessibility and service targeting. ^» k y 

0 To develop a special report from the National Data Base on Aging 
on the employment and participation of minority elderly in Older 
Americans Act programs. 

0 To contstitute the NASUA/fMA Task Force on Minority Aging Services 
as a pe'.'.Tianent standing cormittee of the Associations to provide 
continued leadership on the issues Involved. 
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